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PREFACE 



PERHAPS it is desirable to explain what is implied in the title 
of this book, since the propriety of writing 'theologies' of the 
Old and New Testaments is called in question in some quarters 
today. There are those who deny that there can be such a thing as a 
theology of the New Testament; yet the leading British New Testament 
scholar can use as the sub-title of one of his most influential books, 
The sub-structure of New Testament theology'. 1 Is it right to assume 
that the apostolic Church possessed a common theology and that it 
can be reconstructed from the New Testament literature? The only 
way to show that this question can be answered in the affirmative is to 
frame an hypothesis concerning the underlying theology of the New 
Testament documents and then to test the hypothesis by reference to 
the text of those documents in the light of all available critical and 
historical knowledge. If this task is one of the systematic exegesis of all 
the books of the New Testament at once, it may be said to transcend 
what is usually understood by exegesis by reason of the all-inclusive 
character of its induction or hypothesis; if it is thought of as a task 
which falls within the scope of descriptive (history-of-religion) science, 
then it is one which supremely illustrates the truth that there can be no 
history (whether of religion or of anything else) which does not depend 
upon a principle of interpretation, which the historian must necessarily 
bring to his study. 2 

This, then, is what is meant by New Testament theology in the title 
of this book: the framing of an hypothesis concerning the content 
and character of the faith of the apostolic Church, and the testing of this 
hypothesis in the light of all available techniques of New Testament 
scholarship, historical, critical, literary, philological, archaeological, 
and so on. Once this definition of New Testament theology has been 
understood, the objections most commonly levelled against it cannot be 
sustained. It is objected, for instance, that biblical theology reads into 
the scriptural text certain dogmatic affirmations and then ignores all 
inconvenient literary and historical facts; or again it is objected that 

1 C. H. Dodd, According to the Scriptures, 1953. 

2 See Alan Richardson, Christian Apologetics, 1947, Chap. IV; also a suggestive 
article, The Problem of Old Testament Theology and the History of Religion', by 
James Barr in The Canadian Journal ofTheology, Vol. Ill, 1957, No. 3. The terms 
of its discussion are relevant to the issues involved in the consideration of New 
Testament theology. 
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it replaces the spirit of impartial scientific enquiry by the temper of the 
dogmatic theologian, so that the study is precluded because the con- 
clusions are prescribed. Such objections are based upon a misconcep- 
tion of the nature of scientific method. New Testament theology is 
'scientific' in just the same way as any other science is scientific: the 
scientist never starts with an empty mind; he gets a 'hunch', frames an 
hypothesis, and then devises experiments to see whether the observable 
data can be 'seen' better in this new way. A Newton or an Einstein has a 
'hunch' about a wider uniformity in the behaviour of falling apples and 
revolving planets; but the nub of the matter, namely, the all-important 
business of verification, lies in devising means of testing the hypothesis. 
Here the natural scientist's task is much easier than that of the historian, 
who cannot 'repeat the experiment'. But the scientific procedure is 
essentially the same. New Testament theology likewise begins with an 
hypothesis which, it is claimed, makes 'sense' (i.e. in this context, 
'history') of all the historical data of the New Testament and its period; 
it devises tests based upon the rigorous methods of modern theological 
science philological, critical, historical, etc. whereby the hypothesis 
can be evaluated and by which it can be weighed against alternative 
hypotheses. So specialized nowadays has biblical scholarship become 
that the New Testament theologian must rely upon the expert studies of 
scholars in many fields, the scholars who themselves are not immedi- 
ately concerned with ultimate hypotheses and meanings, but who (in 
Lord Acton's phrase) 'get their meals in the kitchen' ; he must take the 
conclusions of all the manifold and detailed investigations in every 
relevant field of scholarship and evaluate 'hypotheses' his own and 
those of others in the light of them. The task, of course, lies beyond 
the competence of one man; and yet it must be attempted. We must all 
have some notion at the back of our minds about the meaning of the 
New Testament as a whole, and it is just as well that some people 
should try to say what it is. We can hardly decide whether we will hold 
a New Testament theology; we can decide only whether it is to be one 
which has been carefully pondered and criticized or one which we have 
acquired more or less uncritically and subconsciously and which is now 
kept in the ideological lumber-room of our minds which we never visit. 
Even the sternest critics of 'New Testament theology' possess such a 
room, although they may have lost the key to it. 

Those who have reflected little upon the nature of scientific method 
usually subscribe to the illusion that the scientist collects a lot of facts 
and that, when he has discovered enough of them, he will find that they 
are arranged in or conform to an orderly pattern or law. Actually, of 
course, the reverse is the truth : the scientist, with a flash of insight (some 
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such word is unavoidable here), lights upon his new hypothesis, and 
then he discovers facts which corroborate it. He sees them because now 
he is looking for them: without the hypothesis the hunch, the flash, 
the intuition he would never have seen them because he would not 
have known what he was looking for. The mind of the historian works 
in just the same way as that of the natural scientist; after all, it is the 
same human instrument, but it is directed to a different range of human 
experience. He thinks of (or accepts from others) his principle of inter- 
pretation first, and it suggests to him his 'hypothesis' (if we may so 
continue to speak); then he spends hours of research elucidating the 
'facts' which it illuminates and which in turn support it. This does 
not mean that one principle of interpretation in history is as good as 
another, any more than it means that one scientific hypothesis is no 
'truer' than another. It means that what facts are seen will depend upon 
the principle of interpretation from which we start. That is why New 
Testament theology, when written by Christians, will necessarily begin 
with apostolic faith, but when written by liberal humanists, will begin 
with (not merely conclude with) the conviction that the achievement of 
Jesus and his Church must be explained in terms of what great and good 
men can accomplish. There is no 'objective' historical ground from 
which the two positions can be 'scientifically' evaluated; there is no 
neutral territory from which the philosopher or historian can pronounce 
upon their 'truth'. As Professor Barr remarks, historical investigation 
can tell us that Jeremiah maintained that God had given Jerusalem into 
the hands of Nebuchadnezzar; but it cannot tell us whether in fact God 
acted in history or not. Similarly historical theology can perhaps tell us 
whether the apostles believed that God had raised Christ from the dead; 
but it cannot tell us whether he did in fact do so. No human science 
can investigate God or his action m history. Science (including historical 
science) cannot evaluate the principles of interpretation by which it 
itself proceeds. The statement 'The apostles mistakenly believed that 
Christ rose from the dead' is neither more nor less scientific than the 
statement 'Christ rose from the dead'. Neither statement is capable of 
scientific verification. It would, however, be preposterous to argue that 
therefore both statements are meaningless: otherwise how could they 
be recognized to contradict each other? If, then, New Testament theo- 
logy cannot demonstrate ultimate theological propositions scientifically, 
what is the use of it? 

New Testament theology, in the sense in which this book employs 
the term, cannot 'prove' historical (or theological) hypotheses, but it 
can test them. It can shew that some hypotheses are better than others, 
because they enable more facts to be 'seen' in a coherent way. It is, in 
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fact, constantly devising tests for hypotheses, even if it is not always 
putting forward new hypotheses. (It may be doubted whether any 
really new hypotheses can ever now be put forward; in this matter we 
may ask, in the words of the Preacher, 'Is there a thing whereof men 
say, See, this is new?') And it is always modifying hypotheses in the 
light of new knowledge and of changing perspectives; for the ultimate 
solutions are never finally formulated, and each hypothesis must be 
stated afresh in each new age of history. The task of making 'the 
theology of the New Testament' is one which has to be done over and 
over again, not only by reason of the accumulation of new knowledge 
but also 'because of the changed spirit or temper of each period of his- 
tory. No generation looks at history from the same perspective as its 
predecessor, and this is why no final history is ever written and why 
every generation must re-write history. Because Christianity is an 
historical faith, there can never be a final theology of the New Testa- 
ment. Even the attitudes of purely literary criticism change from one 
generation to another. It is a mistake to suppose that it is the accumula- 
tion of scientific data which is chiefly responsible for the constant need 
of the restatement of man's apprehensions of ultimate truth. 

From the point of view of the committed Christian, New Testament 
theology involves the unrelenting effort at restatement of the faith of 
the Church of Jesus Christ in the light of changing attitudes and of new 
knowledge. It is a perennial necessity in the matter of what St Paul calls 
)} ciTroAoyia Kal pepaiwais rov evayycXlov. It cannot prove an hypo- 
thesis to be true; but it is always possible to shew that one hypothesis 
is better than another. In this book, for instance, the hypothesis is 
defended that Jesus himself is the author of the brilliant re-interpreta- 
tion of the Old Testament scheme of salvation ('Old Testament theo- 
logy') which is found in the New Testament, and that the events of 
the life, 'signs', passion and resurrection of Jesus, as attested by the 
apostolic witness, can account for the 'data' of the New Testament 
better than any other hypothesis current today. It makes better 'sense', 
or better history, than, for instance, the hypothesis that St Paul (or 
someone else) transformed the simple ethical monotheism of a young 
Jewish carpenter-rabbi into a new mystery-religion of the dying-and- 
rising-god pattern with the crucified rabbi as its cult-hero. In this book 
an attempt is made to articulate clearly the principle of interpretation 
which gives rise to the hypothesis here defended; that is why in the first 
chapter the basic conception of faith is discussed. No pretence is made 
of remaining within the limits of purely descriptive science, as in those 
theologies of the New Testament which conceal their real principle of 
interpretation, and profess as a matter of 'objective' history to trace the 
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evolution ('history-of-religion') of Christianity from its beginnings as a 
simple Jewish ethical pietism through its obscuration under layers of 
apocalyptic fanaticism and Hellenistic mysticism to its final emergence 
into the full-blown 'Gnostic Catholicism' of the second-century 
Church. In other words, the principle of interpretation here employed 
is that of historic Christian faith, and the thesis is defended that it 
enables us to present a more coherently and rationally satisfying 
'history' than do the liberal-humanist or existentialist principles of 
interpretation which have latterly been used in the construction of 
other 'theologies' of the New Testament. 

Those who have reflected little upon what may be called the method- 
ology of theological science, whether they be hard-working scholars 
engaged in the pursuit of the regular theological disciplines or (as they 
would call themselves) 'simple' preachers and teachers of the Gospel, 
may wonder what all this talk of 'hypotheses' and 'ultimate meanings' 
is about. Let them be reassured. We are only re-stating in terms of 
the contemporary discussion of scientific methodology a truth which 
has long been known to be true of both science and theology. It has 
long been recognized that the physicist's or historian's insight is what 
enables him to perceive not merely the significance of certain facts, but 
even the facts themselves, and that apart from such insight the meaning 
of what is seen will entirely disappear. This recognition, which under- 
lies all scientific investigation, is crucial for theology. It was clearly 
enunciated by St Augustine in his famous formula, Nisi credideritis, non 
intelligetis. 1 A proper understanding of Christian origins or of New 
Testament history is possible only through the insight of Christian 
faith. If unfaith can provide a reasonable, coherent and intellectually 
satisfying account of the New Testament data, the Christian faith is 
otiose; but until we are confronted with a more credible 'theology of 
the New Testament' based on humanist or existentialist insights than 
anything which has so far appeared, we shall continue to believe that 
acceptance of the apostolic witness to Christ's Lordship and to his 
resurrection makes better sense of the historical evidence than any other 
hypothesis. The relation, then, of New Testament theology to faith is 
this: that it provides the means by which we may always be ready with 
an aTToAoyta whenever we are asked what is the Xoyos of our Christian 
hope. In an age of confusion and uncertainty it is the instrument 
whereby we can know the do^aActa of the things in which we were 
instructed. Therefore New Testament theology is not something which 
can be left by the preachers and teachers of the churches to specialists 

1 E.g. In Joan. Evang. XXIX, 6; Serm. de Script. NT, CXXVI, 1.1. See Richardson, 
Christian Apologetics, Chap. X, and also footnote on p. 19 infra. 
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in universities and seminaries: it concerns the Sunday sermon, the 
Bible class, the catechism, and indeed the whole of the life of the local 
church. If this book does not help in the task of preaching the faith of 
Jesus Christ in the second half of the twentieth century, it will have 
failed in its purpose; it was not written as an academic exercise. 

Perhaps one further word might be added to help those who may be 
puzzled by the direction taken by New Testament scholarship in the 
last decade or two, when it has seemed as if the 'assured results' of 
more than half a century's New Testament research have come unstuck. 
If what we have said about the nature of New Testament theology has 
been assimilated, and if we see that it partakes of the character of 
fides quaerens intellectum, then we shall be in a better position to under- 
stand, or at least to appreciate, a rather curious paradox in the realm 
of recent New Testament interpretation. Confidence in the historian's 
ability to trace 'objectively', or in a presupposition-less manner, the 
development of the theology of the Church in the New Testament 
period has often gone hand-in-hand with scepticism concerning the 
apostolic testimony: the witness of the apostles (which is, after all, the 
only first-hand evidence we possess) is explained away as 'first-century 
mythology' or 'mere Gemeindetheologie' or something of the kind, in 
order that a modern 'scientific' explanation may be put in its place. 
Belief m 'scientific history' has tended to lead to the repudiation of the 
apostolic witness. On the other hand, scepticism about the historian's 
ability to reconstruct 'what happened', or about his ability to perceive 
any Tacts' at all except through the spectacles of his own presupposi- 
tions, often goes hand-in-hand with the whole-hearted acceptance of 
the apostolic testimony. Thus, we are confronted by the paradox of 
contemporary New Testament studies, that those who deeply scandalize 
the older 'liberal' scholars by their readiness to detect symbols and 
images in what until recently seemed to be purely 'factual' narrative, 
and thus seem to reduce the historical factor in the New Testament to 
shadowy proportions, nevertheless seem to have no difficulty in believ- 
ing the kerugma of Jesus's divine Sonship, of his resurrection and his 
return in Judgment. The 'conclusions' of the liberal or 'historicizing' 
critics have been stood upon their head : what the liberals deemed to be 
mythology has become history and their history has become mythology. 
No wonder the conservatives are bewildered nowadays and the 
conservatives are, of course, the liberals. Time has made ancient good 
uncouth. It has become apparent that we cannot build a theology of the 
New Testament whether an orthodox one, like Gore's, or an heretical 
one, like Bultmann's upon an imaginary bed-rock of objective historical 
'fact'. No wonder that a discussion of the methodology of theological 
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science is being called for. No wonder that the layman or the hard- 
pressed parochial clergyman (who, of course, has 'no time to keep up 
with his reading', other things being so much more important than the 
ministry of the Word) is perplexed when he hears that, for example, 
St Luke 'the historian' has turned out to be a highly allusive and sym- 
bolical rabbinic theologian who stylizes history in order to convey his 
profound insight into the meaning and truth of the Gospel. Perhaps St 
Luke realized (better than we have done) that the re-presentation of 
historical truth is required in every generation of Church history, if 
Theophilus is to know the da<f>d\La of the catechism which he has 
learned. Perhaps St Luke knew (better than we have known) that 
Theophilus needs to be given instruction in New Testament theology. It 
is hoped that this book will do something to explain to those who are 
perplexed by the revolution in theological method which has taken 
place during the last decade or two how it comes about that the things 
in which we have been instructed, though they have lost one kind of 
aa^dXcLa, have gained another. 

It remains only for the author to acknowledge his indebtedness to 
many teachers. It is obvious that such a work as this must rely upon 
the labours of scholars in many branches of biblical research. In the 
nature of the case it has been practicable to mention by name only 
those to whom a specific debt is owed, or those in whose writings the 
student will find especial help upon particular topics. A debt 6f gteti- 
tude is owed to many others besides those mentioned in the Index of 
Authors. Acknowledgment is also gladly made of the generous help in 
the arduous task of proof-reading which has been received from Mrs 
C. J. Fordyce and my colleague Dr R. P. C. Hanson. Finally the author 
wishes to express his deep appreciation of the assistance which has been 
given to him by the staff of the Student Christian Movement Press at 
every stage of the production of this book, and in particular by Miss 
Kathleen Downham, the Assistant Editor, without whose practical en- 
couragement there might have appeared a decidedly inferior product at 
a much later date. 

ALAN RICHARDSON 

Nottingham, 
All Saints' Day, 
1957 
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I 

FAITH AND HEARING 



IT is fitting to begin a consideration of the theology of the New 
Testament with a study of the fundamental concept of faith, since 
apart from faith the inward meaning of the NT is unintelligible. 
'If you will not believe, you shall not understand.' 1 There is nothing 
in the OT which exactly corresponds to the NT concept of faith 
(mans); nans and TTLOTCVCLV are rare in LXX. In the OT God is the 
faithful one, unchanging and ever loyal to his covenant and promise. 
This truth is, of course, reaffirmed in the NT: 'He is aithful (maros) 
that promised' (Heb. 10.23; cf. Rom. 3.3; I Thess. 5.24; II Thess. 3.3). 
The OT insists that man on his side must be faithful to God, i.e. trust- 
ful, obedient, steadfast, and confidently relying upon God's faithful- 
ness as upon a rock in a turbulent sea (e.g. Isa. 26.3f.), or as a wife who 
is faithful to her husband (e.g. Hos. 2.20). The righteous will live by 
his steadfast trust' (Hab. 2.4) a text which St Paul will use in a free 
(non-LXX) translation for his own purposes (Rom. 1.17; Gal. 3.11; 
cp. Heb. 10.38). 2 This OT sense of confident and steadfast reliance upon 
the faithful promises of God is frequently found in the NT, especially 
in Hebrews, where faith is defined as the giving of substance to things 
hoped for and the proving of things not (yet) seen (Heb. 1 1 . 1) : we prove 
for ourselves the reality of the unseen only by trusting ourselves to 
God's faithfulness. Then we understand the truth, and only then 
(11.3). It was by faith of this kind that all the heroes of the OT had 
accomplished their mighty and heroic feats (Heb. 11 passim). Jesus 
himself is the great exemplar of faithfulness in this sense ('the captain 
and perfecter of faith', 12.2), for he had endured the cross and every 
infirmity and temptation known to us (4.15; cf. 2.17f.). St Paul prefers 
to call hope (IXnis) what Hebrews speaks of as faith: 'we hope for 
that which we see not' (Rom. 8.25); nevertheless Paul too can use 
irums and WMTTOS- in the OT sense (Rom. 3.3; I Cor. 1.9; 10.13; Gal 3.9), 

1 Aftw credideritis, non intelhgetis, the sentence which St Augustine was so fond of 
quoting from the OL of Tsa. 7 9. The OL follows the LXX, but Vulg. and EVV 
follow the Hebrew: 4 Jf ye will not believe, surely ye shall not be established.' St 
Augustine enunciates a profound principle of biblical theology, but the Heb. text 
illustrates the role of 'believing' in OT usage (cf. Isa. 26.3f.; Hab. 2.4). 

2 See infra, 235. 
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and it is quite impossible to discover any single meaning for all of Paul's 
varied uses of mWs. But in general the NT, and Paul in particular, 
go far beyond the OT conception of faith. The lament of the OT 
prophets had been that, though God had remained faithful to his coven- 
ant, Israel had again and again proved faithless; and they despaired of 
Israel's ability to recover herself unless God intervened and gave to 
Israel a new heart and a new spirit and made a new covenant with a 
new creation (Jer. 31.31-4; Ezek. 37.14, 26, etc.). God must himself 
give or create the faith which he demands. According to the NT this 
was precisely what had happened through the establishing of the new 
covenant of the Lord Jesus Christ. Therefore in the NT faith becomes 
primarily faith in Jesus Christ, who is himself both the object and the 
giver of the faith of his disciples. It was Jesus himself who taught his 
disciples the cardinal necessity of faith. 

THE TEACHING OF JESUS ABOUT FAITH 

St Mark's summary of the Galilean preaching of Jesus represents it 
as a demand for repentance and faith in view of the drawing nigh of the 
reign of God (Mark 1.15). The Synoptic accounts of the teaching of 
Jesus indicate that he constantly appealed for faith faith in the good 
news that God's reign had drawn nigh, or faith in himself as being in 
some way the sign that God's reign was at hand. Such faith was, of 
course, faith in God, but not merely in the sense that every Jew con- 
fessed his faith in God every time he recited the Shema'. It was believing 
that God was even now accomplishing his purpose, the /ecu/so? having 
been fulfilled, and that he was, in spite of all opposition and of all 
appearances to the contrary, bringing in his reign (Mark 11.22). Jesus 
did not publicly proclaim himself to be the Messiah, and (if St Mark 
is to be accepted as historical in this matter) his own disciples did not 
recognize him as the Messiah until his public ministry was drawing 
to its close (Mark 8.27-30); even then they were bidden to keep silence. 
Yet from the beginning of his preaching Jesus had looked for faith in 
his own person. In what sense, then, did he expect people to believe in 
him? His own self-designation, 'Son of Man', provides us with the clue. 
The Son of Man was the sign vouchsafed to that generation that the 
New Age was dawning. 1 Jesus selected the title for this very reason; 
he took it from the Book of Ezekiel, in which the prophet had used it 
some 90 times of himself. It is rare in the rest of the OT, and it seems not 
to have been in general use in our Lord's day as a title of the Messiah. 2 

1 See a suggestive and instructive art. by E. J. Tmsley in SJT, Vol. 8, No. 3, 
September, 1955, 297-306. 
130-2. 
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Ezekiel had regarded himself as a sign vouchsafed to his generation (as 
indeed other prophets had regarded themselves; cf. Isa. 8.18; see esp. 
Ezek. 12.6; 24.24). The son of man, Ezekiel, had been sent to speak 
God's word to the house of Israel, whether they would hear or whether 
they would forbear (3.4, 11, etc.): 'He that heareth let him hear' 
(3.27). The Son of Man, Jesus, is also sent to proclaim God's word to 
the house of Israel (Matt. 10.6), and he cries, 'He that hath ears to 
hear, let him hear' (Mark 4.9, etc.; esp. Matt. 11.15 John the Baptist 
as a sign). 

Jesus's conception of himself as a sign must be understood against 
the general biblical teaching about signs. In the OT signs both confirm 
faith and test it. Men are tempted to reject the sign which God gives 
and to demand signs of their own devising and thus to provoke or 
'tempt' God by their unbelief (Ex. 17.7; Num. 14.11; Deut. 9.22; 
Pss. 78 passim; 95.8-10; 106 passim). Jesus himself is tempted in the 
Wilderness to ask for signs of his own choosing, but, unlike the Old 
Israel, he overcomes the temptation (Matt. 4.1-11 ; Luke 4.1-13). Jesus 
upbraids the contemporary generation of Pharisees and Sadducees, 
who ought to have been able to discern the signs of the times (KCH/WH), 
because they do not understand ; even the pagan Ninevites had repented 
at the sign of the prophet Jonah, and the Queen of the South had 
recognized the sign of Solomon (Matt. 16.1-4; Luke 11.29-32). No sign 
other than that which was given himself would be vouchsafed to 
this generation (Mark 8.1 If.). His mighty works were not the signs for 
which disobedient Israel was looking, but even heathen Tyre and Sidon 
would have understood and repented if they had seen the acts of 
power which had been done in Chorazm and Bethsaida (Matt. 1 1.20-24; 
Luke 10.13). Jesus did not perform his miracles in order to compel 
men to believe against their will, but he nevertheless regarded his 
miracles as signs to those who had eyes to see: men without faith would" 
find them not signs (a^jucla) but mere wonders (repara), and he himself v 
the true Sign, would be for them a stumbjmg-block (aKavSaXov) 
(Matt. 11.2-6; Luke 7.19-23). It seems clear that Jesus regarded John 
the Baptist as well as himself as one of 'the signs of the times' (Matt. 
11.7-19; Luke 7.24-35). As God had given to the Old Israel signs of his 
redemptive activity when he led his people forth from Egypt, across the 
Red Sea and through the Wilderness, so now he was setting forth the 
signs of his still mightier redemption at the drawing nigh of the King- 
dom of God. Many of the recorded acts of Jesus in the Synoptic Gospels 
are set forth as fulfilments of the story of redemption told in the Law 
(i.e. the Pentateuch), which the prophets had declared must be fulfilled. 
The Son of Man goeth even as it is written of him' (Mark 14.21); 
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the Scriptures were fulfilled (Mark 14.49). Each of the Synoptists under- 
lines this truth in his own way. Jesus is baptized in the Jordan as Israel 
had been in the Red Sea (cf. I Cor. 10.2); he sojourns in the Wilderness 
forty days, being tempted, as Israel was tempted (or tempted God) 
forty years long; on a mountain he calls a New Israel and appoints the 
Twelve (Mark 3.13-19) and gives a New Law (Matt. 5.1 ; Luke 6.12-49); 
on a mountain he stands transfigured with Moses and Elijah, who each 
had of old time encountered God on Horeb; he gives the signs of the 
Bread from Heaven, as Moses and Elisha once had done. Finally he 
goes up to take his Kingdom, passing as the old Joshua (Gk., Jesus) 
had done through Jericho; and before he departs he ratifies a new 
covenant in his blood and institutes a new passover which his disciples 
shall keep until his return in glory. 

Such in briefest outline is the way in which the Gospels (and the NT 
as a whole) set forth the course of the historical life of Jesus. Many 
other details, as will be noted in the following pages, elaborate this 
basic conception of Jesus as himself the New Israel who accomplishes 
and brings to its triumphant conclusion the role which the Old Israel 
essayed but did not complete. Where the Old Israel had failed, the New 
Israel conquered. The Scriptures were fulfilled; the story of redemption 
was concluded. Since the rise of modern biblical scholarship the ques- 
tion has been asked, Who first thought of this way of setting forth the 
significance of the historical life of Jesus? Every conceivable kind of 
answer has been given. It could not have been the Evangelists who first 
thought of it, because St Paul knew it long before St Mark's Gospel 
was written. It could hardly have been St Paul, if we may trust the 
evidence which he himself supplies, including, of course, his own pro- 
testations of loyalty to the Gospel which he had received. Could it, 
then, have been the community at large, the Church into which St 
Paul was baptized ? Some scholars have assumed that the early Christian 
community collectively worked out the theology of Christ as the ful- 
filment of the Scriptures. Such a conclusion, however, is not convincing, 
because communities do not think out such brilliant reconstructions 
as this uniquely original reinterpretation of the OT plan of salvation. 
There must have been some profoundly original mind which started 
the whole development on its course. Are we to assume that some crea- 
tive thinker, whose name and whose memory have perished, is the 
genius behind the NT theology? Such a conclusion would indeed be an 
argumentum ex silentio. There remains only one other possibility: the 
mind behind the NT reinterpretation of the OT theology of redemption 
was that of Jesus himself. Could any solution be more probable? It was 
the Lord himself who first suggested, as much by his deeds (signs) as 
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by his words, the fundamental lines of the theology of the NT. One 
gains the impression from reading the Gospels that the disciples were 
slow to understand what Jesus was trying to teach them during his 
historical ministry (e.g. Mark 4.40f.; 6.5 If.; 8.16-21; 9.32, etc.; cf. 
Luke 24.25; John 14.9, etc.), and that it was not until after the cruci- 
fixion and resurrection that the clues which he had left with them began 
to shape in their minds a coherent pattern. After the resurrection of 
Jesus they themselves were conscious that they were being guided by 
the Spirit of the living Lord into all the truth concerning him (John 
16.12-15); the things which the historical Jesus had said to them were 
now brought vividly to their remembrance through the activity of the 
Holy Spirit in their midst, and now they understood their inner mean- 
ing (John 14.26). This is the hypothesis upon which the argument of 
this volume is based, and it is our contention that it makes better sense 
of the NT evidence than does any other; its validity will be tested by 
its success or failure as a foundation for a coherent and soundly 
historical account of the theology of the apostolic Church. 

THE FAITH OF THE APOSTOLIC CHURCH 

Jesus during his ministry had offered himself as a sign of the drawing 
nigh of God's reign. By their refusal of the sign, Israel was judged and 
was found wanting, like those who of old had tempted God in the 
Wilderness. But a remnant of disciples, though they had left him to 
stand alone when his 'hour' (Mark 14.41) the hour of the glorification 
of the Son of Man (John 12.23) at last came, had their faith recon- 
stituted by the overwhelming events of his resurrection. Henceforward 
the content of faith was more sharply defined than it could have been 
during the days of Jesus's ministry. Jesus had challenged men to see 
in his preaching and his Swa/neis- the evidence of the coming of God's 
reign: he had demanded faith in himself as the divinely given Sign. 
Such faith, he had said, enabled a man to see that he was living amidst 
the convulsions of the End of the Age: the Messiah's feet were even now 
standing upon the mount of Olives (Zech. 14.4), and by faith the 
mountain was being cast into the sea (Mark 11.22f.; Rev. 8.8; I Cor. 
13.2; cf. Ps. 46.2). The expected Messianic Woes were to fall first upon 
the Messiah himself, then upon his disciples, and, after a time of un- 
precedented tabulation for the whole world, the End would come 
(Mark 13). The crucifixion of Jesus was the fulfilment of the first part 
of this prophecy; then came his glorious resurrection, which his 
apostles preached with joy amidst persecutions and sufferings, knowing 
that upon them had been poured out the Holy Spirit, which the prophets 
had foretold as the sign of the dawning of the Day of the Lord (Mark 
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13.9-1 1 ; Acts 2.16-21 ; Joel 2.28-32, etc.). The resurrection of Jesus had 
become the supreme sign vouchsafed by God that his purpose of the 
ages had been accomplished in Christ: it was that vindicating sign for 
which Jesus had refused to ask in the Wilderness or in Gethsemane 
(Matt. 26.53f.) or on Golgotha (Mark 15.32). Therefore the apostles 
'preached Jesus and the resurrection' (Acts 17.18) and everywhere the 
preachers' word was confirmed by 'consequent signs' (Mark 16.17, 20). 

After the events of Easter and Pentecost it was inevitable that faith 
should now be centred wholly upon Jesus, whom God had clearly 
and decisively made Lord and Christ, as his resurrection showed 
(Acts 2.36). Faith is henceforward 'the faith which is through him' 
(Acts 3.16); it is 'faith in the working of God who raised him from the 
dead' (Col. 2.12), or, more simply still, 'faith in Jesus Christ' (Gal. 3.22; 
cf. Acts 16.31, etc.), or 'the faith of Jesus' (Rev. 14.12). To repent and 
believe the good news is still in the apostolic Church, as it was m the 
days of Jesus's ministry in Galilee, the condition of salvation: it was 
necessary to take up an attitude of obedient trustfulness towards the 
signs which God had given that he was now fulfilling those last days 
which had been foretold by the prophets of old. It is St Paul who, more 
explicitly than any other NT writer, stresses the truth that salvation 
is obtained only by means of the obedient response of faith to the 
proclamation of God's action in Jesus Christ; faith is for him, in the 
deepest of the many senses in which he uses the word, the 'yes' of 
the whole personality to the fact of Christ. Faith in Christ achieves a 
right relationship with God, a relationship in which all hostility is done 
away; this relationship is expressed in terms of 8iKaia)ais (justification), 
since for Paul salvation means primarily the attainment of SI/CCUOOWTJ 
(righteousness), which Christians possess through faith in Jesus Christ 
(Rom. 3.22). The divine righteousness and salvation go forth from God 
amongst men (cf. Isa. 45.21-25; 46.13; 51. 5f.; 54.17), and they are now 
appropriated through faith in Christ: this is for Paul the heart of the 
gospel (Rom. l.ief.). 1 

The object of faith is thus Christ himself, but before men could 
believe in him, they had first to be told about him, and sometimes the 
word m'cms 1 is used in the sense of the content of the preaching about 
Christ, the belief in Christ (e.g. Acts 6.7; 13.8; 14.22; 24.24; Gal. 1.23; 
Eph. 4.5, 13; I Tim. 4.1; 5.8; Jude 3, 20; Rev. 2.13). The faith, in the 
sense of the message which the apostles and evangelists proclaimed, was 
an affirmation of what God had done in Christ. Since the publication 
of C. H. Dodd's The Apostolic Preaching (1936), it has been customary 
to refer to the original Christian preaching as the kerugma and to 

1 See infra, 232f. 
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distinguish it from the Church's doctrinal and ethical teaching (iSaxi?) 
and exhortation (Tra/m/cA^cn?). The first Christian preachers went to 
the world with a kerugma, not with an ethical appeal ('the Sermon on 
the Mount', etc.). The word K-jpvypa is used six times in the Paulines 
and Pastorals, and not elsewhere in NT (except Matt. 12.41 =Luke 
11.32, where however we read of the /oj/ovy/xa of Jonah). 'It was God's 
good pleasure', writes St Paul, 'through the foolishness of the Kypvypa 
to save them that believe' (I Cor. 1.21). The distinction between 
Kripvypa. and SiSa^i? is useful provided that we do not think of the 
Church's preaching as being addressed solely to those who were out- 
side; the Church's most urgent preaching of the faith was and must 
always be addressed to herself (I Cor. 9.27). The NT makes it abund- 
antly clear that the earliest Christian proclamation was a preaching of 
the cross and resurrection of Jesus. C. H. Dodd in the book mentioned 
has shewn that it is possible to discover the apostolic K^pt^/za, dating 
from the earliest days of the Church, which underlies the whole NT. 
Its form can be most readily reconstructed from the sermons which St 
Luke has put into the mouth of St Peter in the early chapters of Acts 
sermons which, if they are not the ipsissima verba used by St Peter on 
the occasions specified, nevertheless seem to be sermon-headings used 
by the preachers of the original Aramaic-speaking Church. The content 
of the early Kypvypa as contained in St Peter's speeches has been sum- 
marized by Professor Dodd thus: (1) The Age of Fulfilment has dawned, 
the 'latter days' foretold by the prophets (Acts 2.16; 3.18, 24). (2) This 
has taken place through the ministry, death and resurrection of Jesus 
Christ; the Scriptures are cited to shew that the prophets foretold these 
events. (3) By virtue of the resurrection Jesus has been exalted at the 
right hand of God as Messianic head of the new Israel (Acts 2.33-6; 
3. 1 3 ; 4. 1 1 ; 5.3 1). (4) The Holy Spirit in the Church is the sign of Christ's 
present power and glory (Acts 2.17-21, 33; 5.32). (5) The Messianic 
Age will shortly reach its consummation in the return of Christ (Acts 
3.20; 10.42). (6) The Krjpvyna closes with an appeal for repentance, the 
offer of forgiveness and of the Holy Spirit, and the promise of salvation, 
i.e. the life of the Age to Come (Acts 2.38f.; 3.19, 25f.; 4.12; 5.31; 
10.43). 1 In different forms and words this basic 'faith' of the earliest 
preachers reappears throughout the NT. 

/" THE PREACHING OF THE GOSPEL 

The preaching of the Church is regarded in the NT as itself one of 
the signs of the arrival of the Age of Fulfilment. In the OT we hear little 
about preaching; Jonah had preached to the Ninevites (Jonah 3.2) and 
1 See Dodd, The Apostolic Preaching, new ed., 1944, 21-4. 
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they had repented (Matt. 12.41). He became a sign (arjpciov) to the 
Ninevites, as the Son of Man became a sign to his own generation 
(Luke 11.30). The preaching of the Church is still the offering to the 
world of the true sign from heaven. The inner meaning of preaching is 
eschatological. There can be little doubt that Jesus himself deliberately 
adopted the conception of 'preaching the gospel' in the sense of pro- 
claiming the arrival of the day of salvation from (the Second) Isaiah; 
at least, the NT use of vayycXtc<rOai 9 'to preach good tidings', is based 
on the use of the word in Isaiah, where it refers to the proclaiming of 
the day of salvation, whether from Babylonian captivity or in a deeper 
Messianic sense (Isa. 40.9; 41.27; 52.7, quoted in Rom. 10.15; cf. 
Nahum 1.15; Luke 2.10). According to St Mark and the evangelists 
generally, the $ayy\iov of Jesus consisted in the announcement of the 
arrival of the promised salvation (the Kingdom of God) at the fulfilment 
of the K<up6$ (Mark 1.15). In his sermon at Nazareth, as recorded by 
St Luke, Jesus pointedly refers to himself the words of Isa. 61.1 to the 
effect that God has anointed (expurev, 'Christed') him to preach the gospel 
to the poor (evayyeXtaavOai TTTCOXOIS, LXX) (Luke 4.18). Elsewhere he 
sees in his preaching of the gospel to the poor the Messianic fulfilment 
of the Scriptures (Matt. 11.5; Luke 7.22); the preaching, whether of 
Jesus or of his disciples, along with the miracles, was the sign that the 
Kingdom of God was at hand (Matt. 10.7; Luke 10.9). Jesus under- 
stood his own mission in terms of the proclamation of the day of salva- 
tion; and the evidence of the NT indicates that he trained and com- 
missioned a band of disciples to undertake a world-wide enterprise of 
preaching along the lines of the Isaianic eschatological conception of 
the mission of the Servant (Mark 8.35; 10.29; 13.8-10). It was because 
of Jesus's adoption of the Isaianic interpretation of the Messianic 
office in terms of the Servant of the Lord that the word cvayyeXiov 
became a terminus technicus in the vocabulary of the NT and the Church 
became a preaching Church. 

In Mark 13.4, after Jesus has spoken of the approaching destruction 
of the Temple, the disciples ask the question, 'When shall these things 
be? and what shall be the sign (TO a-q^lov) when these things are all 
about to be accomplished?' Jesus replies that certain things must 
happen first, 'for the end (TO TC'AO?) is not yet' : there will be wars 
nation shall rise against nation earthquakes, famines and persecutions 
-of the disciples. The latter will stand before rulers and kings for his 
name's sake (13.7-9). To these signs he adds another: 'the gospel must 
first be preached to all the nations (Gentiles)' (13.10). St Matthew's 
version is even more explicit: 'This gospel of the Kingdom shall be 
preached in the whole world for a testimony unto all nations; and then 
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shall the end (re'Aos) come' (Matt. 24.14). This is the standpoint of the 
apostolic Church, and there is no reason to suppose that the Church 
had misunderstood her Master on this important theme: the missionary 
activity of the Church is itself one of the signs of the End. 1 The signs of 
the End reappear in the Apocalypse in the vision of the Four Horsemen 
(Rev. 6.1-8). The rider on the Red Horse represents War: he has a 
sword m his hand. The rider on the Black Horse represents Famine: 
he holds the scales in his hand and cries, 'A measure of wheat for a 
penny.' The rider on the Pale Horse, whose name is Death, represents 
Persecution. These are three of the signs spoken of by the Lord, and 
they are deeply impressed upon the Church's consciousness. But there 
is also the rider on the White Horse; in contrast with the other three, he 
is not a sinister figure: he wears a crown, the symbol of victory, and he 
goes forth 'conquering and to conquer'. He reappears in Rev. 19.1 1-16, 
where he is called 'the faithful and true', and his name is 'the word of 
God' (o Xo-yos rov @eov). He represents, of course, the fourth eschat- 
ological sign, the missionary preaching of the Church: 'out of his mouth 
proceedeth a sharp sword, that with it he should smite the nations' 
(Rev. 19.15; cf. Heb. 4.12; Eph. 6.17). The apostolic Church held a 
high view of the power of the preached word of God; it was not only 
a word of salvation but, to those who resisted, it was a word of judg- 
ment: 'in righteousness he doth judge and make war' (Rev. 19.11). 
Jesus himself had declared that he had come not to cast peace on the 
earth but a sword (Matt. 10.34); the 'sword of his mouth*, the preached 
word, is the instrument of Messianic decision (cf. Isa. 11.4; 49.2; 
Hos. 6.5; Rev. 1.16). During the period of the 'woes', before the coming 
of the End, the Church must be a witnessing Church, bringing despite 
all persecutions the opportunity of repentance and belief to all the 
nations. Again, the figure of the Isaianic Servant underlies the whole 
conception, the suffering herald of salvation who lightens the Gentiles. 
The NT stresses the fact that the Church had received from her risen 
Lord a renewed command to be his witnesses 'unto the uttermost part 
of the earth' (Acts 1.8) and to 'make disciples of all nations' (Matt. 
28.19; cf. Mark 16.15). The missionary preaching of the Church was to 
continue until the consummation of the Age (CCD? TTJS awreXclas TOV 
alwvos, Matt. 28.20). Jesus did not say that all the nations must (or will) 
accept the gospel before the End comes; indeed, he does not encourage 
an easy-going optimism about this possibility: 'Narrow is the gate and 

1 By something of an exegetical tour deforce G. D. Kilpatnck reaches the strange 
conclusion that 'universalism is absent from Mark. There is no preaching the Gospel 
to Gentiles in this world and there is no interest in their fate in the world to come' ; 
see his essay in Studies in the Gospels, ed. D. E. Nmeham, 1955 : The Gentile Mission 
in Mark and Mark 13.9-11', 145-58. See also J. Jeremias, Jesus' Promise to the 
Nations, ET, 1958. 
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straitened is the way that leadeth unto life, and few there be that find it' 
(Matt. 7.14; Luke 13.24). The task of the missionaries is to preach to the 
whole inhabited world (otVou/iev^, Matt. 24.14; irdaa /criW, Mark 16.15), 
whether they will hear or whether they will forbear. It is a thought- 
provoking reflection that we are today living in the first age in which 
this command of the Lord may fairly be said to have been fulfilled, and 
that the other 'signs of the end* of which he spoke are also likely to be 
spectacularly fulfilled in the century of world-wars, of atomic explosions 
and of world food shortage; but we shall be wise to heed his warning 
not to speculate on the date of the End (Mark 13.32; Acts 1.7) but to be 
ever watchful and ready, as servants who await their lord's return 
(Mark 13.33-37). In every period of history between the first coming of 
Christ 4 in great humility* and his final coming 'in his glorious majesty' 
the signs are always present the wars, convulsions, famines, persecu- 
tions and the witnessing Church and there is a true sense in which no 
age is nearer to the (rwrcAcia (consummation) than any other. The signs 
of the End are present in every age. A study of the NT should, however, 
deliver us from thinking that Church history is bound to be a 'success 
story', or from disillusionment and unbelief when the preaching of the 
gospel meets with failure or opposition. As has been wisely said, the 
only surprising thing about persecution is that Christians should be 
surprised when they encounter it, in view of the plain warnings of their 
Lord (Matt. S.llf.; 10.16-39; John 15.18-21). 

It was St Paul who understood the commandment of the Lord to 
preach the gospel to all the nations as being specially addressed to 
himself. Like Jeremiah of old, he thinks of himself as divinely pre- 
destined from his birth to accomplish this task: 'Paul, a slave of Jesus 
Christ, called to be an apostle, separated unto the gospel of God. . . .' 
(Rom. 1.1). He had received his commission and his gospel not from 
men but from God (Gal. 1.1,1 If.). Christ had sent him not to baptize 
others who followed after him would do that but to preach the gospel 
(I Cor. 1.17). Necessity was laid upon him: *5 



l' (I Cor. 9.16; cf. Rom. 15.15f.). When Paul speaks of 'my 
gospeP (Rom. 2.16; 16.25), he does not mean that his gospel is other 
than that of the whole Church. There cannot be 'another gospel' 
(Gal. 1.6-9), and Paul emphasizes that his preaching is faithful to the 
Church's irapdSoms (tradition, catechism) which he has handed on to 
his converts (I Cor. 11.2, 23-25; 15.1-3). By *my gospel' he means 'my 
personal apprehension of the truth of Christ', for he knows well that 
the gospel is a mystery which can be laid hold of only by personal faith 
(Rom. 16.25; Eph. 6.19), since it is veiled except to the eye of faith 
(II Cor. 4.3). He laid 'the gospel which I preach among the Gentiles' 
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before the 'pillars' of the Church in Jerusalem, who apparently gave 
their approval of it, since they recognized his 'apostleship of the Gentiles' 
(Gal. 2.1-10). It would seem that Paul loyally accepted and handed on 
the general irapd&oms of the Church, and that he preached among 
the Gentiles his own apprehension of the tvayyeXiov, that Jew and 
Gentile alike are justified by faith and not by works of the Law. He 
thoroughly understands the teaching of the^Lord, that thejfayinejlan 
of salvation cannot be consummated until all nations have heard tjie 
news. He accordingly sets out on his incredible enterprise of preaching 
the gospel to all nations; he journeys tirelessly through Asia Minor, 
through Greece, and on to Rome; he hopes to go even to Spain (Rom. 
15.28). To the disappointment of his earlier hopes he must have come 
to realize that he would not live to witness the completion of his great 
work and that the evangelization of the whole oikoumene would be a 
long and gradual process. But he has fulfilled the words of the Lord; 
he has borne his testimony before kings and rulers, courts and councils; 
he has suffered in his own person the Messianic woes, a theme to 
which he frequently alludes (II Cor. 1.5-7; 4.10; Phil. 3.10; Col. 1.24, 
etc.). He thoroughly understands that because the Church is a 'fellow- 
ship of the gospel' (Phil. 1.5) it is therefore a fellowship of Christ's 
sufferings (Phil. 3.10; cf. 1.29), since the gospel is itself 'the word of the 
cross' (I Cor. 1.18). 

HEARING AND OBEDIENCE 

Faith in its NT sense is never mere intellectual assent to an hypothesis 
or dogma, except perhaps in Ep. James where it is accordingly estim- 
ated as inadequate as a means of justification: even the demons believe 
propositions such as that God is one (James 2.19). 1 Salvation by faith 
alone must inevitably be rejected if faith is defined as intellectual assent 
(James 2.14-26). In the NT generally, however, faith is closely associ- 
ated with hearing, and in biblical language hearing is almost synonym- 
ous with obeying. The whole biblical theology is_a theology of the 
\yord: Go<L: speaks his word, man jnust hear and obey. Hence the 
Christian faith is disseminated by the characteristic activity of preach- 
ing. God has offered his salvation to all who call upon his name. 
'But how shall they call on him in whom they have not believed? and 
how shall they believe in him whom they have not heard ? and how shall 
they hear without a preacher? and how shall they preach unless they 
be sent?' (Rom. 10.14Q. 'Belief (marts) cometh by hearing (dicoT/)' 
and hearing is the result of the preaching of the word of Christ (Rom. 
10.17). Hums eg aicofjs this is what is meant by 'faith' in the writings 

i See infra,\24Qt. 
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of St Paul and in the NT generally; faith is response to the preached 
word of Christ; it is obedience to God's call to salvation. In the OT 
shama\ 'to hear', has the sense of 'to obey', by which it is frequently 
translated in EVV. (In ancient Israel the ear of a slave was pierced to 
emphasize his duty of obedience.) In LXX the word is often rendered by 
vircLKova) ('to hearken'), a verb often used in NT in the sense of 'to obey'. 
Faith is an obedient, personal response to the personal address of God, 
which is conveyed by the words of the preachers. Thus Jesus himself 
had spoken about hearing (obeying) his words. 'Everyone which heareth 
these words of mine and doeth them shall be likened unto a wise man, 
which built his house upon the rock . . .' (Matt. 7.24; Luke 6.47); 'my 
mother and brethren are these which hear the word of God and do it 9 
(Luke 8.21); 'blessed are they that hear the word of God and keep if 
(Luke 11.28; cf. John 12.47). The Parable of the Sower is especially a 
parable about hearing: 'he that was sown upon the good ground, this 
is he that heareth the word, and understandeth it . . .' (Mark 4.20; 
Matt. 13.23; Luke 8.15); indeed, all the parables have an inner sense 
which only the inward, responsive ear can hear: 'with many such 
parables spake he the word unto them, as they were able to hear it' 
(Mark 4.33, etc.); 'take heed what ye hear' (Mark 4.24); 'hear and 
understand' (Mark 7.14). The enacted parables of the healing of the 
deaf convey the same sense of the opening of the inward ears of those 
who are deaf to God's address (cf. esp. Mark 7.32-37, 'JE^afla). To 
hear' in its full biblical meaning includes both to understand and to 
obey. Without such^ understanding and obedience there is no faith. 
Faith therefore involves personal decision, tjyst, commitment and 
pjjedience; it is a wholehearted acceptance of the claim of God upon a 
man, in the situation in which he exists, with the appropriate response 
in life and action. Thus it is that in the NT obedience becomes virtually 
a technical expression for the acceptance of the Christian faith (e.g. 
Acts 6.7; Rom. 1.5; 6.17; 16.19; Gal. 5.7; II Thess. 1.8; I Pet. 1.2; 
3.1 ; 4.17). In I Pet. 1.14 rcVi/a v-rraKofjs simply means 'Christians'. The 
example of Christ's own obedience is not far removed from the thought 
underlying this usage. St Paul contrasts Adam's disobedience with the 
obedience of Christ (Rom. 5.19), and Christ's supreme act of obedience 
was the death on the cross (Phil. 2.8; cf. Mark 14.36; Heb. 5.8f.). The 
Christian disciple must bring every thought into captivity to the obedi- 
ence of Christ; his whole thinking must be done in the light of the 
Christian faith (II Cor. 10.5). 

But, though faith necessarily involves decision and response, the NT 
none the less thinks of it as a giftffrom God. It is God who calls and 
converts, who opens the blind eyes and unstops the deaf ears, who gives 



Faith as Obedience 31 

what he demands. 'By grace have ye been saved through faith; and that 
not of yourselves; it is the gift of God' (Eph. 2.8); it is God's action in 
Christ which has made faith possible, so that faith can be understood 
only as a gift of grace. But this does not minimize the importance of 
human decision. Ggdjreats man as a responsible being, a person who 
^an freetyliccept or jreject his gracious" call tojsalyation. Because man 
is not a puppet in the hancToF God, or because God speaks to man, 
addresses him by his name, therefore the response of faith is a real 
decision on man's part; but because man is aware that the whole initia- 
tive in the matter is God's, that it is God who has created the possibility 
of faith, therefore the Christian believer readily uses the language of 
predestination and thinks of faith as wholly God's gift. Yet it is a gift 
which could have been refused, since God does not force himself upon 
us (cf. Mark_lQ.17^2). Christian obedience is an obedience rendered 
possible only by divine aid, but it is an obedience which man could at 
any moment refuse. Hence faith is not something accomplished or 
attained once for all at one specific moment; it is a relationship which 
must be maintained by constant striving, since man is never free from 
the temptation to unbelief and disobedience (I Cor. 9.26f.). The Christ- 
ian life is a constant striving for faith (Phil. 1.27). B^gause faith is a 
virtue, uiibeliefis sin ; it is disobedience. The god of this age has blinded 
the minds of the unbelieving' (11 Cor. 4.4); 4 the prince of the power of 
the air' is the spirit who now works in 'the sons of disobedience' 
(Eph. 2.2). Before their conversion to the faith, those who are now 
Christians were 'dead through their trespasses and sins' (Eph. 2.1). 
To many in the modern world the statement that unbelief is sin seems 
a hard saying, but it is the consistent biblical point of view. Menjvho 
are^concerned wholly with this world, its values and pleasures, resist, 
the Christian gospel because it makes a demand upon them; atheism is 
often the rationalization of the refusal to face the challenge of obedi- 

ST~ ^y^_ _ ~ ** 

ence. 'lUlsO-Hard to believe,' said Kierkegaard, 'because it is_&o Jiard 
to.obey.' . "/7^t 

JM *VAITH AND REPENTANCE 

The association of faith with repentance in the Gospels emphasizes 
the moral aspect of the act of turning to God in faith; nevertheless 
repentance is a strongly eschatological notion. The fundamental idea 
in the biblical conception of repentance is that of turning or returning 
to one's due obedience, as of rebels returning to serve their lawful king, 
or of a faithless wife coming back to her husband. It represents a fund- 
amental reorientation of the whole personality. The burden of the 
preaching of the OT prophets was that Israel should 'turn again' unto 
the Lord; God would accept the person of the penitent. He does not 
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desire cultus or sacrifice (Amos 5.21-25; Hos. 5.6; 6.6; Micah 6.6-8; 
Isa. 1.11-17; Jer. 6.20; 7.21-23; 14.12; Pss. 40.6; 51.16); indeed, the 
sacrificial system was available only for sins of inadvertence (Num. 
15.27-31). God forgives the penitent not because of any restitution 
they may make, but because it is his nature to do so (Isa. 43.25; Ps. 
103.3, 8-18). Some of the prophets speak as if 'turning again' and 
walking humbly with God (Micah 6.8) were a simple possibility; man 
can turn to God if he tries hard enough. But at its profoundest level the 
OT recognizes that this is just what men cannot do : man can bring to 
God, not his righteousness, but only his penitence, 'a broken and a con- 
trite heart' (Ps. 51.17; Isa. 64.6); God must create a 'clean heart' or a 
'new heart' (Ps. 51.10; Jer. 31.31-34; Ezek. 36.25-29). 'Turn thou me, 
and I shall be turned' (Jer. 31.18). The prophets of the Return from 
the Exile (Deutero-Isaiah, Haggai, Zechariah) had hoped that it would 
prove a return to the Lord in a spiritual sense; but with the disappoint- 
ment of such a hope, the eschatological character of Israel's repentance 
became more marked. God would pour out a new Spirit upon Israel at 
the end of the age, when he brought in his reign. In the expectation of 
the dawning of the reign of God, when God would pour out his Spirit, 
John the Baptist, the last of the prophets, called again for repentance 
and symbolized it by his prophetic 'sign' of baptism (j8a7m(7/xa 
Hravoias 9 Mark 1.4) in anticipation of the coming baptism in Holy 
Spirit (Mark 1.8). Jesus himself preached repentance along with the 
necessity of belief in God's action in bringing in his reign (Mark 1.15). 
After the resurrection of Christ the Church proclaimed that God had 
in fact offered to the world repentance as a gift, both to Jews and 
Greeks. 'Him did God exalt ... a Prince and a Saviour, for to give 
repentance to Israel and remission of sins' (Acts 5.31); 'to the Gentiles 
also hath God granted repentance unto life' i.e. the life of the Age to 
Come (Acts 1 1 . 1 8). It is the goodness of God which leads men to repent- 
ance (Rom. 2.4); through the pastoral ministry of the Church God 
gives men 'repentance unto the knowledge of the truth' (II Tim. 2.25). 
It is hardly surprising that the gift of repentance, being associated with 
the outpouring of the Spirit (cf. esp. Acts 11.18), should be closely 
connected with baptism. It had, moreover, been associated with 
baptism ever since the preaching of John's 'baptism of returning'. St 
Luke doubtless had in mind Peter's future baptism in Holy Spirit at 
Pentecost when he recorded Jesus's words to Peter, 'When once thou 
hast turned again (eViarpc'^a?), strengthen thy brethren' (Luke 22.32). 
By their own 'turning again' men can prepare the way for the coming 
of the Spirit, but it is God who gives repentance and faith. As we have 
seen in the matter of faith, there is something which men can and must 
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do: they must recognize their need of a saviour, or else they cannot 
receive the gift of salvation. A veil lies over their hearts, and they do 
not know the truth, but 'whensoever a man shall turn (iwurrptyij) to the 
Lord, the veil is taken away' (II Cor. 3.16, RV mg.). Those who are 
'turned aside' from the Lord do not know their need for a saviour; 
with all such the preaching of Jesus fell on stony ground. They were the 
'righteous' (i.e. self-righteous) who had no need of repentance (Luke 
15.7; cf. Mark 2.13-17). They are typified in the picture of the Elder 
Brother in Luke 15.25-32 or the Pharisees who objected to the friend- 
ship of Jesus with 'sinners'. Repentance is thus a sine qua non of the 
Christian life, not only in its beginning but at every stage; it involves a 
constant awareness of the fact that all our faith and all our virtue are 
God's gift and not our achievement. But it is inevitably specially 
associated with the beginning of the Christian life. Probably from the 
earliest times an acknowledgment of repentance turning from the 
world, the flesh and the devil, and turning towards truth and righteous- 
ness and Christ was required of catechumens at their baptism, just 
as was a confession of faith. This act of baptismal repentance can never 
be repeated if a man has once become apostate, for baptism cannot be 
received a second time; this is perhaps the meaning of the difficult 
words of Heb. 6.6. l This, however, does not imply that the whole 
Christian life is not one long process of 'turning again', just as faith is in 
need of constant re-appropriation. To repent' and 'to believe' are both 
verbs which can be used especially of the catechumen's initial act of 
'conversion' and of faith; thus, in Rom. 13.11 we read, 'Now is salva- 
tion nearer than when we first believed' (RV) 7} ore eVtcTrcJcra/icv 
(cf. also 1 Cor. 15.11). The emphasis on 'conversion' as a definite and 
all-important date in the Christian's life, characteristic of certain sect- 
types of Christianity, finds little support in the NT teaching as a whole; 
the latter does not regard turning to God as a process that can be com- 
pleted once for all on a particular date; and furthermore such an 
emphasis tends to disparage the faith of children brought up from 
infancy in Christian households, by which the NT would seem to set 
considerable store. Indeed, the word 'convert' is rare in EVV; RV 
usually prefers 'turn again' ; the word 'conversion' is hardly a biblical 
word at all, occurring in EVV only at Acts 15.3. It should perhaps be 
added that the OT often uses 'repent' in the morally neutral sense of 
'change one's mind' (e.g. The LORD repented that he had made Saul 
king', I Sam. 15.35; cf. also 15.29; Num. 23.19; Pss. 106.45; 110.4); 
in this sense Judas 'repented himself, i.e. changed his mind (Matt. 
27.3). The NT words ptravoelv and /icra/icAeaflcu, though they need not 

i See irtfra, 348f. 
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mean more than 'change one's mind', in fact carry with them the biblical 
overtones of cVioT/^cu/, to turn (back) to, or to turn towards. In their 
NT context (apart from Matt. 27.3) they should be read in the sense 
of the biblical eschatological giving of repentance through the pouring 
out of the Spirit in the latter days. 

REGENERATION 

The Fourth Gospel nowhere mentions repentance, but it stresses the 
kindred notion of the new birth (John 3.3-8; cf. 1.12f.). The idea of 
regeneration (TmAtyyciWa) was 'in the air' in both Jewish and Greek 
environs. The metaphor of being 're-born' is a natural one, which 
would occur to thoughtful men in any time or place, and no elaborate 
theories of borrowing from one culture to another are necessary. As 
E. G. Selwyn suggests, it arises from the experience expressed in such 
a phrase as 'I have become quite a different person', while the analogous 
concept of 'new creation' is a throwing into theological metaphor of the 
truth suggested in such a phrase as 'The world has become quite a 
different place'. 'We are justified,' he concludes, 'in view of the variety 
of context in which avayewTjais and TraAiyycveoria occur, in saying that 
the words were used in Graeco-Jewish circles to signify any decisively 
new stage in nature, history or personal life.' 1 The idea of regeneration 
is found also in the Mystery Religions, being used (like metamorphosis) 
to describe the change through which the initiate passed. 2 Rabbinic 
Judaism, however, despite the common saying that 'the proselyte is 
like a new-born child', had no real doctrine of individual regenera- 
tion; 3 but in later Judaism there had arisen a strong expectation of a 
second or new birth for Israel as a nation (Ezek. 37; Isa. 65.17; 66.22), 
which would be bound up with the creation of a new heaven and a new 
earth in a vast scene of cosmic regeneration (cf. also Enoch 25.6; 50.1 ; 
Baruch 5.1-9; II Pet. 3.13; Rev. 20.11; 21.1). It may be added that 
neither TmAiyyevccjia nor dvaycwda) is found in LXX (or, for that matter, 
in classical Gk. literature). 

The NT claims that this mighty act of new creation, or of cosmic 
regeneration, has been accomplished by God in Jesus Christ, though 
this truth is perceived as yet only by the eye of faith; the time was 
shortly coming when it would be revealed to all men, at the parousia or 

1 The First Epistle ofSt Peter, 1946, 122. See also C. E. B. Cranfield, in TWBB, 
31(a). C. H. Dodd in IFG, 49f., cites instances from the Corpus Hermeticum (esp. 
the hymn /Icpl 7IaAiyy'na?, C.H.XIII) to shew that, as in Johannme thought, 
the knowledge of God, which confers eternal life, is possessed by those who have 
passed through rebirth from the realm of crania or adpf into the realm of 

s', but this Hermetic material is, of course, post-NT in date. 

2 See refs. given by F. Buchsel in Kittel, TWNT, I, 671-4. 

3 So Dodd, IFG, 304, referring to Strack-Bill., II, 420-3. 
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apocalypse of Christ. The coming of Christ at his birth in the flesh was 
the inauguration of the new creation, and his death was potentially the 
dying of the whole human race, just as his resurrection was potentially 
the re-creation of all mankind. The eschatological Spirit is the breath 
which God breathes into his new creation and which gives it life (cf. 
John 20.22; Ezek. 37.5-10, 14; Wisd. 15.11). The verb m^^oc in 
John 20.22 echoes Gen. 2.7; cf. Gen. 1.2; and the idea of the new crea- 
tion is thus clearly implied; 1 cf. also the 'rushing mighty wind' at Pente- 
cost, St Luke's baptism of the apostles in Holy Spirit (Acts 2.2). The 
verb dvayewdo) occurs in NT only at I Pet. 1.3 ('begat us again unto a 
living hope') and 1 .23 ('having been begotten again not of corruptible 
seed but of incorruptible, through the Ao'yos- of God'). But the sense of 
having been re-made in Christ pervades the NT writings. The Christian 
is a new creation (II Cor. 5.17; Gal. 6.15); he walks in newness of life 
(Rom. 6.4) and serves in newness of spirit (Rom. 7.6); his 'inward man' 
is renewed day by day (II Cor. 4.16); his mind is renewed (Rom. 12.2): 
in short, he is re-created in the original image of the Creator (Col. 
3.10). Jew and Gentile have become one new man in Christ (Eph. 2.15; 
Gal. 3.28). The day of the creation of the new heavens and new earth 
has dawned, and the Christians are the firstfruits of the New Age: 'of 
his own will he brought us forth by the word of truth, that we should 
be a kind of firstfruits of his creatures' (James 1.18; cf. Rom. 8.23; 
Rev. 14.4). The earliest Christians knew that they were living in the 
expected day of regeneration because they had received the gifts of the 
Spirit. Jesus himself had promised his disciples, who for his sake had 
left all and followed him, that in the Messianic community of the 
missionary dispensation, when the gospel was being preached in all the 
world, they would receive 'a hundred fold now in this time (vvv eV ra> 
Kcupto Tovro)) houses and brethren and sisters and mothers and children 
and lands, with persecutions, and in the age to come (eV rw alajvt, ra> 
pxofjivw) the life of the (new) age' (faty alojviov) (Mark 10.30). Many a 
Christian, ostracized by his own family because of his profession of the 
faith of Christ, would by St Mark's day have experienced the gaining of 
a new family in the fellowship of the Church. Into the Marcan context 
of this saying St Matthew has very significantly introduced another: 
'And Jesus said unto them, Verily I say unto you, that ye which have 
followed me, in the regeneration (irahyyeveala) when the Son of Man 
shall sit on the throne of his glory, ye also shall sit upon twelve thrones 
judging the twelve tribes of Israel' (Matt. 19.28). From St Matthew's 
standpoint, Christ had taken all authority in heaven and earth after his 
resurrection from the dead (28.18), a truth symbolized in the NT 
1 So E. C. Hoskyns, The Fourth Gospel, 2nd ed. revised, 1947, 547. 
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generally by the picture of Christ's sitting at the right hand of God 
(Mark 16.19; Acts 2.33; Rom. 8.34; Eph. 1.20; Col. 3.1; Heb. 1.3, 13; 
I Pet. 3.22), or in the Apocalypse by bis sitting down with the Father 
in his throne (Rev. 3.21). The saying would thus be understood by St 
Matthew to mean that the apostles had been appointed by Christ to rule 
the Church i.e. the twelve tribes of the new Israel regarded as the 
sphere of 'the regeneration' now proleptically accomplished. 

It is perhaps, however, in his sayings about the necessity of becoming 
as little children that Jesus most clearly teaches the meaning of regenera- 
tion. 'Verily I say unto you, whosoever will not receive the Kingdom of 
God as a little child, he shall not enter into it' (Mark 10.15); 'Verily I 
say unto you, Except ye turn and become as little children, ye shall in 
no wise enter into the Kingdom of Heaven' (Matt. 18.3). To become a 
child over again means to be made anew, to be born a second time; so 
the Fourth Evangelist interprets the matter: 'Except a man be born 
anew (or from above) he cannot see the Kingdom of God' (John 3.3). 
Entering the New Age means becoming a new person, entering the 
sphere of the Messianic regeneration. Perhaps here we have a clue to 
the difficult saying of Matt. 1 1 . 1 If. : 'Verily I say unto you, among them 
that are born of women there hath not arisen a greater than John the 
Baptist; yet he that is little (Gk. 'lesser') in the Kingdom of Heaven is 
greater than he.' That is to say, those who are once-born (born of 
women only) are 'unregcnerate' in the eschatological (not the moral) 
sense; those who have been born a second time into the Kingdom of 
God are 'greater' even than the greatest of them. 1 The basic reality about 
being a Christian is not a moral but an eschatological truth. It concerns 
one's relationship to the sphere of regeneration. So Christians pray, 
'Grant that we being regenerate and made thy children by adoption 
and grace may daily be renewed by thy Holy Spirit.' 2 

The connection between the eschatological conception of regenera- 
tion and Christian baptism is obvious, since baptism is the sacrament 
of the 'birth from above', of entry into the Kingdom of God and into 
the sphere of the operation of the Holy Spirit. It is noteworthy that the 
only other occurrence of TraAiyyeiwia (besides Matt. 19.28) in the NT 
is to be found in a context relating to baptism: 'According to his mercy 
he saved us, through the washing (RV mg., 'laver') of regeneration 

(Sta Xovrpov naXiyycvcatas) and renewing (dvaKoivoHJcaJs) of the Holy 

Spirit, which he poured out upon us richly through Jesus Christ our 
Saviour; that being justified by his grace, we might be made heirs, 
according to hope, of the life of the Age to Come' (Titus 3.5-7). Faith, 

1 1 owe this suggestion to Dr R. P. C. Hanson. 
2 BCP, Collect of Christmas Day. 
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repentance and regeneration are themes associated with the beginning 
of the Christian life and therefore inevitably with baptism. The order 
of events was first the acceptance by the hearer of the word preached, 
the Xoyos XPIVTOV, the cvayyeXiov or Kypvypa, then his instruction in the 
irtons or the irapdSoms by the Church's teachers; next came his baptism 
at which he made his personal confession of faith (o/zoAoyia), and finally 
his admission to the Eucharist and to full membership of the Church. 
From the earliest days of the Church there was a tradition (irapdSovt,?) 
of teaching (SiSaxtf) to which the Church's preachers were loyal. It 
contained an exposition of the /ctj/ouy^a as set forth in the actual 
historical facts of the life, ministry, death and resurrection of Jesus, 
along with such words of the Lord himself as were of importance in 
interpreting those facts and had decisive significance for the life and 
witness of the primitive communities of disciples (cV/cA^auu). This is 
the tradition which finally took literary shape in our Synoptic Gospels 
and upon which the Fourth Gospel is a profound meditation. St Paul, 
as we have already pointed out, was most anxious to hand on this 
TrapdSocris faithfully and urged his converts to adhere to it strictly. 
From him we may learn that there is not only no conflict between the 
TrapdSoms Kara Xpurrov (Col. 2.8) and marts in its most inward sense, 
but also that the latter requires and rests upon the former, since faith 
is not a mere subjective state of mind or belief in a 'spiritual principle' 
or the acceptance of a magical 'name', but is faith in an actual historical 
person, who really lived and taught and died and rose again. In I Cor. 
1 1 .23-25 we find St Paul reminding the Corinthians how he had taught 
them the tradition of the Lord's Supper and in I Cor. 15.3-7 the tradi- 
tion of the Lord's resurrection: the Corinthians must hold fast to the 
very words of the gospel-tradition which he had taught them (15. If.). 
He exhorts the Thessalonians to 'stand fast and hold the traditions 
(Tra/wzSdcrei?) which ye were taught, whether by word or epistle of ours' 
(II Thess. 2.15), and he commands them in the name of the Lord Jesus 
Christ to withdraw from those who walk not after the irapdSoats 
received from himself and his fellow-workers (II Thess. 3.6). He warns 
the Colossians against accepting a man-made tradition (irapd&oais 
TWV dvdpa>7T<jov) (Col. 2.8), for he himself had experienced the futility of 
following that same man-made tradition which the Lord Jesus had 
denounced (Gal. 1.14; Mark 7.8). He gives thanks to God that the 
Roman Christians had become 'obedient from the heart to that form 
of teaching (TVTTOS Sta^?) whereunto ye were traditioned' (TrapcSoOrjrc) 
(Rom. 6.17); we may note that in this instance he is assuming that a 
church which he has not founded has been instructed in the one 
universal TVTTOS S&axfjs or catechism. 
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After St Paul's time, when the great authorities upon the oral tradi- 
tion had disappeared from the scene, and when all kinds of strange 
teachings were being put about by heretical innovators, it was all the 
more necessary to lay stress upon holding fast the original apostolic 
'deposit' (7Tapa6r)Krj). The word occurs three times in the Pastorals 
(I Tim. 6.20; II Tim. 1.12, 14) and nowhere else in NT. The duty of the 
apostles' successors in the oversight of the Church is above all things 
to guard 'the good deposit' (icaA^v TrapaB-^Kriv) through the power of 
the indwelling Holy Spirit (II Tim. 1.14). It is hardly surprising that the 
surviving literature of the sub-apostolic age should be preoccupied 
with the urgency of contending for 'the faith once for all delivered to 

the saints' (rfj dna^ TTapaSoBclar) rols ayiot? m'orci) (Jude 3). In those 

difficult days it would be an encouragement to Christians to be reminded 
that they had once made their baptismal profession of the faith, as 
Timothy is reminded that he had confessed the good confession 
(atpoXoyriaas r^v KaXty o^ioXoyiav) in the sight of many witnesses: so 
Christ himself had witnessed (/iapru/^aavro?) the good confession 
before Pontius Pilate at his baptism of death (L Tim. 6.12f.). 1 In the 
earliest days of the Church it is probable that the 'creed' which the 
candidate for baptism was required to profess 'in the sight of many 
witnesses' (i.e. the whole local church) was some short and simple 
formula, such as 'Jesus is Lord' or 'Jesus Messiah is Son of God' (cf. 
Acts 8.37, Western Text, RV mg.; 16.31; Rom. 10 9f.; I Cor. 12.3; 
Heb. 4.14, which seems to quote a baptismal o'/xoAoyta, 'Jesus the 
Son of God'; I John 4.15). Perhaps a definite trace of a baptismal 
credal-hymn survives in I Tim. 3.16. With the disconcerting multiplica- 
tion of heretical teachers and sects that denied or contradicted some 
element in the universal catechism or tradition of the Church, such 
elementary credal formulae would be expanded with the express object 
of excluding false teaching, and in this way more elaborate baptismal 
creeds would come into being. Thus during the second century and 
afterwards there were stabilized such forms as the Old Roman Creed 
or the confession which we know as the Apostles' Creed. 2 

1 See also infra, 337n. 

2 Since this chapter was written, there has appeared H. Riesenfeld's The Gospel 
Tradition and its Beginnings, 1957, which deals admirably with the importance of 
tradition in the NT period. For the earliest credal forms see O. Cullmann, The 
Earliest Christian Confessions, ET, 1949. 
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KNOWLEDGE AND REVELATION 



TH E Hebrew mind did not share the optimism of the Greeks of 
the classical period concerning the possibility of man's know- 
ledge of ultimate reality. The Greek philosophers did not doubt 
the ability of those who devoted themselves to the 10? OccopyriKos to 
comprehend truth (dhrjQcia) or ultimate being (TO 6V? 6v) in its pure 
and changeless essence. To know what is constitutes man's highest 
achievement; through such knowing he partakes of the nature of that 
which he contemplates and thus shares the quality of the eternal. This 
knowledge is thought of as a form of seeing (Occupta), and it constitutes 
man's highest good. This sanguine ^view of the possibility of man's 
knowledge of reality is utterly foreign to the Hebrew mind. To the 
latter the knowledge of God comes not by contemplating his being 
and attributes but by obeying his commandments, and the OT knows 
nothing of a 'theoretical' or even mystical vision of God. The con- 
templation of a changeless and eternal form of the Good or of Being as 
such is as far removed as possible from the biblical understanding of the 
knowledge of God; this knowledge comes only through actual obedi- 
ence to God's concrete, particular will in the living moment of decision 
which is called 'now'. The prophets of Israel had indeed a knowledge of 
God, but it was not attained either by mystic vision or by philosophical 
speculation; it had been won through their obedience to his will at the 
crises of their nation's history. It came by 'hearing' rather than by 
'seeing'. 

THE OLD TESTAMENT BACKGROUND 

It is doubtless because of this moral basis of the knowledge of God 
that the OT writers are reticent in claiming that men can possess it. 1 
God is high and holy, and beyond the reach of base and sinful men. 
'Canst thou by searching find out God?' asks Job, expecting the answer 
No (Job 11.7; cf. 38-41). The pagans might claim to find a revelation 
of God in the wonders of nature, but the standpoint of the Bible is 
that of Job 26.14: 'Lo, these are but the outskirts of his ways, and how 
small a whisper do we hear of him.' God ought to be known, especially 

1 C. H. Dodd (1FG, 163) says that he cannot discover in the OT a passage in 
which a prophet expressly claims that he knows God. 
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to Israel, who possess the knowledge of his Law; but the writings of the 
prophets are full of laments that Israel does not know God because she 
is disobedient to his will : The ox knoweth his owner, and the ass his 
master's crib, but Israel doth not know, my people doth not consider' 
(Isa. 1.3); 'there is no knowledge of God in the land' (Hos. 4.1; cf. 
Jer. 4.22). Ignorance of God is culpable; even the Gentiles ought to 
have known God (Jer. 10.25) and his moral law (Amos 2.1). Israel's 
disobedience is a deliberate refusal to know Yahweh (Jer. 9.6). The 
denial of God is 'folly' in the moral sense which this word carries in the 
Bible (Pss. 14; 53). Conversely the doing of God's will is to know God; 
the knowledge of God comes through obeying his commandments. 
This fundamental biblical truth is well brought out in the words which 
Jeremiah spoke to the son of good King Josiah : 'Did not thy father eat 
and drink (i.e. prosper), and do judgment and justice? then it was well 
with him. He judged the cause of the poor and needy; then it was well. 
Was not this to know me? saith the LORD' (Jer. 22.15f.). In the OT 
'knowledge of God' is virtually a synonym for obedience to God's will 
(e.g. Hos. 6.6), and to know God means to exercise lovingkindness, 
judgment and righteousness, as Yahweh himself does (Jer. 9.24). The 
knowledge of God is a fourfold strand binding together obedience to 
God's will, worship of his name, social righteousness and national 
prosperity; ignorance of God per contra spells disobedience, idolatry, 
social injustice and national disaster. The prophets perceived that it 
was these latter melancholy features, rather than the former, which 
characterized the life of Israel as a nation; and hence they came to 
look upon the knowledge of God not as a present attainment but as a 
future gift. They thought of it as an eschatological possibility, to be 
realized in the day when God would make a new covenant with the 
house of Israel: 'They shall teach no more every man his neighbour . . . 
saying, Know the LORD: for they shall all know me, from the least of 
them unto the greatest of them, saith the LORD' (Jer. 31.34). In the 
day of the Lord, but not till then, 'the earth shall be full of the know- 
ledge of the LORD, as the waters cover the sea' (Isa. 11.9; cf. 33.6; 
52.6; 54.13, etc.). 

Thus, knowledge in the biblical sense of the word is not theoretical 
contemplation but an entering into subjective relations as between 
person and person relations of trust, obedience, respect, worship, love, 
fear and so on. It is knowledge in the sense of our knowledge of other 
persons rather than of our knowledge of objects, 'existential' rather 
than 'scientific' knowledge. I cannot know a person with whom I 
refuse to enter into personal relations. To disobey God is to refuse to 
enter into the relation which he has so graciously made possible and 
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hence is to remain ignorant of him. It is of the profoundest significance 
that the Hebrew word 'know' (yadhtf) is used of sexual intercourse 
(e.g. Gen. 4.1, 17, 25; Num. 31.18, 35; Judg. 21.12; cf. Matt. 1.25; Luke 
1.34), for the husband-wife relationship is the most intimate personal 
relation in human life, the most active and satisfying knowing that 
exists. This is the biblical truth which Freud has distorted in represent- 
ing all knowledge as sexual. When the OT says that God knows Israel, 
as it does frequently and emphatically (e.g. Amos 3.2; Hos. 5.3), it 
implies that God has entered into the fullest and closest personal rela- 
tions with Israel, as a husband with a wife; he has done so with no other 
nation. God has concerned himself personally and intimately with 
Israel called her, loved her, cherished her, chastened her, forgiven her. 
Israel's knowledge of God may be feeble and fleeting, but God's know- 
ledge of Israel is sure and strong. Evil men may fondly imagine that 
God is too exalted to take knowledge of their deeds and intents, but 
there is nothing in human life which eludes God's perception (Ps. 10); 
the wicked have lost all knowledge of God and even have come to deny 
his existence. But God knows every human heart, even its most secret 
thoughts (Ps. 139). Though man's knowledge of God may be a fugitive 
and tentative thing, nothing more indeed than an eschatological possi- 
bility, God's knowledge of man is the one great certainty in the minds 
of the biblical writers. 

THE HELLENISTIC WORLD: GNOSTICISM 

The word yadha' is translated into Greek in the LXX by y/c6cr/cen> 
or eiSeWi. The question arises whether it loses something of its Hebrew 
meaning and acquires new overtones. According to some leading 
scholars today, the terms yivwaKtw and yv&ais had by the first century 
A.D. become important technical terms in the vocabulary of the higher 
pagan religion. On the continent of Europe this higher pagan religion 
is often called by scholars 'Gnosticism', because it was essentially a 
religion of salvation by knowledge; until recently English scholars 
usually reserved this term for certain second-century Christian heresies, 
like those of Basilides and Valentinus. The objection to speaking 
of Gnosticism in the first century A.D. is that we are in danger of hypos- 
tatizmg certain rather ill-defined tendencies of thought and then speak- 
ing as if there were a religion or religious philosophy, called Gnosticism, 
which could be contrasted with Judaism or Christianity. There was, of 
course, no such thing; a thoughtful person could not have been con- 
verted to Gnosticism in the same way as he could have been to Judaism 
or Christianity: what he might have done would have been to become 
an initiate in one of the many mystery cults. It will be noted that when 
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scholars like Bultmann describe a Gnostic doctrine they take their 
first-century 'evidence' from the NT itself. But this is a question-begging 
proceeding, since the NT is susceptible of a very different interpreta- 
tion; if there is no real evidence for a developed 'Gnosticism' in the 
first century outside the NT, then the NT can hardly be used as evidence 
for its existence. The most that could be said is that certain notions were 
4 in the air' in the later part of the first century, such as subsequently 
crystallized into the doctrines of the Gnostic sects about which we learn 
from such writers as Irenaeus in the second century. 

By NT times the ancient world had certainly suffered a failure of 
nerve. Gone was the optimism of the classical philosophers about the 
power of the human mind to contemplate eternal truth and to hold 
communion with the Ideal Realm; the scepticism and relativism of later 
philosophy, combined with the insidious spread of certain types of 
oriental belief, notably the mystery cults and magic, had dethroned the 
philosophical intellect and exalted credulity. The 'established' religion 
of the old gods of Mount Olympus was now no longer a living reality 
in the minds of the people, but was only an outward ceremonialism for 
state occasions; the flourishing 'evangelical nonconformity' of the 
mystery cults offered to their initiates the secret learning necessary to 
salvation and endowment with supernatural powers. 1 Though ultimate 
truth was now held to be inaccessible to the unaided reason of man, the 
mystery-cults claimed to reveal it to their adherents; the god imparts 
gnosis in ecstatic or mystical vision, and the initiate is born again 
through the magical operation of the regenerating word (Ao'yo? 
TraAiyyei/ccrias). This divinely communicated gnosis seems in fact to 
have been a farrago of cosmological and mythological speculation (cf. 
the ifivoa>wfj.os yvaxHs of 1 Tim. 6.20). The possession of such gnosis is 
power, for it is the divine SuVa/ii? which makes a man Tn/cufiari/cd?, a 
partaker of the divine nature, and so immortal. A more intellectual 
version of this mystery-pattern in the form of a religio-philosophical 
belief became the standard expression of the higher paganism of the 
second and third centuries; its literary deposit is the Corpus Hermeti- 
cum 2 which was produced in Egypt for the most part in the second and 
third centuries A.D. 3 Those scholars who readily find Gnostic influences 

1 Cf. N. P. Wilhams's essay in Essays Catholic and Critical, ed. E. G. Selwyn, 
1926, 3rd ed. 1929, 385-423; see also R. Bultmann, art. 'Gnosis' in Kittel, TWNT, 
ET by J. R. Coates (Bible Key Words), 1953; Theology of the New Testament, I, 
ET, 1952, 164-83 and 294-303; R. Reitzenstem, Die Hellenistischen Mysterien- 
rehgwnen, 3rd ed., Leipzig and Berlin, 1927; C. H. Dodd, The Bible and the Greeks, 
1935, 99-248; IFG, 151-69; W. D. Davies, PRJ 9 191-200; F. C. Burkitt, Church and 
Gnosis, 1932. 

2 A clear account of this will be found in C. H. Dodd, IFG, 10-53; the literature 
on the subject is referred to in the footnotes on p. 11. 

3 Dodd, IFG, 11. 
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at work in the NT argue that the beginnings of this type of thought 
must have been fairly well defined in the first century; they then set 
out to look for evidences of it in the NT, and are thus in peril of inter- 
preting the earlier by means of the later writings. 

THE KNOWLEDGE OF GOD IN THE NEW TESTAMENT 

There is little in the Synoptic Gospels which bears directly on the 
theme of man's knowledge of God; but there is one saying, attributed 
to Jesus, which is of the very greatest importance. Everything else in 
the NT that deals with this subject might be regarded as commentary 
upon it. It is the saying of Matt. 11.27 (=Luke 10.22), which has been 
well described as a Johannine thunderbolt in the Synoptic sky: 'All 
things have been delivered unto me of my Father : and no one knoweth 
the Son, save the Father; neither doth any know the Father, save the 
Son, and he to whomsoever the Son willeth to reveal him.' Bultmann 
feels that 'the verse presents us with Gnostic language' and that there- 
fore nothing of the kind could have been spoken by Jesus. 1 But the 
saying is eminently capable of being interpreted according to the 
Hebrew understanding of 'knowledge', and when so interpreted it 
makes perfectly good sense and is supported by the whole of the rest 
of the NT teaching. It is an excellent example of the way in which one 
can find Gnostic motifs if one is looking for them, though a biblical 
interpretation is readily available. Whether the actual saying (in an 
Aramaic original) was spoken by Jesus in precisely this form is a prob- 
lem which can hardly be settled; the important point is that the verse 
epitomizes what the apostolic Church understood him to have taught 
about his own relation to God and its consequences for the relationships 
of mankind in general to God. 2 If, as we shall later maintain, 3 Jesus 
thinks of himself as the Messianic Son of God along the lines of tra- 
ditional Hebrew thought upon this subject (e.g. Ps. 2.7; II Sam. 7.14; 
Exod. 4.22f., etc.), it is in his capacity as Messianic Son that all things 
have been delivered to him. Jesus himself takes the place of the old 
Israel as God's son. No one knows the Son save the Father, just as no 
one 'knew' Israel except Yahweh (Amos 3.2, etc.); the relation of God 
and Jesus is unique, just as the relation of God and Israel was unique. 
But Israel had refused the obedience of a son, so that now the Messianic 
Son, foretold by Israel's prophets, must render that perfect obedience 

1 Gnosis (ET), 50; cf. R. Bultmann, Die Geschichte der Synoptischen Tradition, 
2nd ed. 1931, 17 If.; there is no reference to this verse in the indexes of his Theology 
of the New Testament, I and II, 1952 and 1955. 

2 Attention may be called to the excellent exposition of this verse in R. H. Fuller, 
The Mission and Achievement of Jesus, 1954, 89-95. 

3 See infra, 147-53. 
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by which the true knowledge of God is to be consummated in the last 
days. So now the Father knows the (Messianic) Son in the distinctive 
biblical (non-Gnostic) sense of 'know': he commissions him, sends 
him, works through him, and holds the closest possible personal rela- 
tionship with him. The Son alone knows the Father, as no other man 
does, since no one else has offered the perfect obedience of a son to the 
Father. Thus the Son is the divinely appointed means of bringing the 
knowledge of God to the world ('and he to whomsoever the Son willeth 
to reveal him'), and he has become the light of the Gentiles, as dis- 
obedient Israel never did. The saying implies that, apart from Christ's 
revelation of God, there is no true knowledge of God in the world. 
This is the teaching of the whole NT, hard though it may be for a 'broad- 
minded' generation to understand it. Its truth, however, is more readily 
seen if we bear in mind the biblical sense of the word 'knowledge'. It 
does not mean the possession of certain philosophical truths about the 
nature and attributes of God, but knowledge-by-personal-relations 
with God. It is through Jesus Christ, the Messianic Son, and through 
him alone, that mankind can have knowledge of God in this biblical 
sense. 

It is the Fourth Evangelist who most searchingly investigates the 
implications of the doctrine of the revealing work of the Messianic Son 
of God. Bultmann holds that Johannine thought starts from the 
Hellenistic Gnostic conception of knowledge, not that of the OT, 1 
apparently largely on the ground that sometimes 'knowing' is equated 
in Greek fashion with 'seeing' (e.g. John 14.7-9; I John 3.6; 4.14). He 
disregards the fact that the vocabulary of 'seeing' is part of a universal 
human religious language, a basic metaphor of all ages and places; it 
may be found everywhere from ancient Egypt or Babylonia to modern 
Japan or Peru. Men have spoken of 'seeing' that a thing is true ever 
since the birth of language. The OT abounds in such imagery. To claim 
that because St John occasionally (and how very occasionally!) uses 
language about 'seeing' he therefore 'starts from the Gnostic concep- 
tion of knowledge' is to admit the necessity of manufacturing evidence 
out of nothing. Even to say that St John 'speaks the language of Hellen- 
istic mysticism' 2 is surely an exaggeration in respect of a writer whose 
vocabulary excludes all technical religious and philosophical expres- 
sions except Hebraic ones (such as Messiah, Son of God, Son of Man, 
Word, Glory) and limits himself to words of everyday human discourse 
(such as light, life, know, truth, see). Can it be entirely by chance that 
the Fourth Evangelist has avoided altogether the magic-words of the 
Hellenistic ^euScovu/io? yyffioi? (I Tim. 6.20) or ^lAoao^ia (i.e. Gnostic 
i Gnosis (ED, 48. 2 C. H. Dodd, 1FG, 201. 
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speculation, Col. 2.8) such words as yi&ms itself, mart? and ao<f>ial 

In St John's teaching the knowledge of God starts with an act of 
faith in Christ. Such belief means trustful obedience to Christ's words. 
Those who will not 'hear' Christ's Ao'yo? cannot know (the inner mean- 
ing of) his speech (AaAia) (8.43). There is an inward hearing, as there is 
an inward seeing, which comes from the trustful and obedient reception 
of his word. Such believing reception does not depend upon the actual 
physical seeing and hearing of the Jesus of history. Indeed, believing 
in the full sense is possible only after the 'lifting up' (i.e. the crucifixion 
and resurrection) of the Son of Man (8.28); many who saw Jesus in the 
flesh did not believe and the fullest blessing is reserved for those who 
have not seen and yet have believed (20.29). Seeing, then, is not neces- 
sarily believing, for many saw and did not believe (6.64, 66, etc.); but, 
on the other hand, believing involves a new seeing, as is implied in the 
story of the Man Born Blind and its conclusion about the opening of 
the inner eyes of faith in the man who was healed, as contrasted with 
the blindness of the unbelieving Pharisees (9.1-41). Such belief is not a 
human achievement at all; it is the gift of God (6.65). It means prim- 
arily a personal trust in and commitment to Christ, but it can be 
expressed in the form of a on clause, for example, belief that God sent 
Christ (17.8). The distinctively Johannine use of moT-cuctv followed by 
ctV (not found in LXX and perhaps eight times in the rest of NT) 
emphasizes the strongly personal character of faith, a trustful relation- 
ship with a person (e.g. moreucrc et? rov &cov 9 KO! els fjL 7TioTUT, 
14.1). The peculiarly Johannine morevc^ $ TO ovo/xa (1.12; 2.23; 3.18) 
is probably a reference to the baptismal confession of faith in Christ's 
name. 1 

St John's use of TTLOTCVCLV indicates the sense in which he uses 
ywwaKcw, 'to know', a word found in John and I John more often than 
in all the rest of the NT. The frequent association of 'believe' and 'know' 
is particularly instructive: believing is the act by which we come to 
know that Christ is come forth from the Father, so that the two words, 
if they are not synonymous, are fully complementary. Believing (hearing 
and obeying) results in knowing (personally experiencing), and one 
cannot know if one will not believe. Thus, for instance, the Johannine 
version of St Peter's Confession runs, 'We have believed and know 
that thou art the Holy One of God' (6.69), though this has happened 
only because Christ has first chosen them (6.70). To know' in the 
Johannine usage, as generally in the Bible, means to enter into relations 
with someone and thus to have personal experience of him, as distinct 
from mere knowledge by description; it is first-hand or 'I-thou' know- 
1 Cf. C. H. Dodd, IFG t 184. 
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ledge, not scientific-objective knowledge. The relation of Christ with 
the Father is the perfect example of this kind of knowledge, which, as 
we have seen, on its manward side involves obedience; the Son knows 
the Father because of his perfect obedience and identity of will (4.34; 
5.30; 6.38; 14.31, etc.). To know God means to obey his command- 
ments, and the criterion of our knowledge of God can be only whether 
we obey his will: 'Hereby we know that we know him, if we keep his 
commandments' (I John 2.3; cf. 2.5; 5.18-20). The commands of 
Christ, which may be summed up in the 'new commandment' of love 
(John 13.34; cf. 15.12, 17; I John 2.7f.; 3.11; II John 5), are the com- 
mands of God himself, because the Son speaks and does only that which 
he has received from the Father. Therefore by obeying the commands 
of Christ, or the love-commandment, his disciples are brought into the 
same relation to Christ as Christ bears to the Father (John 10.14f.); 
but this knowledge-relation is based upon the prior action of Christ in 
choosing his disciples (John 15.16; cf. 13.18; 5.21 ; I John 4.10, 19). To 
know Christ is to know God, because of the hypostatic union of Christ 
with the Father; it is to enter into the closest possible relationship, one 
which can be spoken of as 'abiding in' (John 15.4-10), or simply as 
being 'in' Christ or God (17.21-23). Although yivaxjKw thus primarily 
represents the personal, subjective experience of relation with another, it 
may be used with a 6Vi clause, since knowledge, however inward, must 
be capable of being to some extent objectified, i.e. expressed m words. 
The usual form of words by which St John thus indicates the content 
of the knowledge of God is the affirmation that Christ is come forth 
from the Father, or that the Father sent the Son (16.27, 30; 17.3, 8, 21, 
23, 25; cf. 3.2), statements which are equally the content of TTIGTZVCIV on. 
'The Jews' think that they know all about Christ, since they know that 
he comes from Galilee (7.41), but they do not possess the deeper know- 
ledge that Christ comes forth from God (7.27-29). To know that Christ 
comes from God is possible only to those who know Christ personally 
in the subjective relation of loving trust and obedience. Such knowing 
is even now a partaking by faith of the life of the Age to Come (o^ 
atwvLos) (17.3); this participation in the life of the Age is a relationship 
with the Father through the keeping of the words of Christ and there- 
fore is an abiding in love, such as shall characterize the coming Age 
(14.19-21). It is consequently an anticipation of the vision of the glory 
(Sofa) which shall be at the End, and which the disciples had seen in the 
incarnate Son (1.14; 2.11), but which had not been manifested to 'the 
world' (cf. 14.22). The disciples of Christ see the truth and the glory that 
are in him by the eye of faith; they 'see', but not with the vision 
(dctopta) of Gnostic speculation or mystic contemplation; in this life all 
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'seeing' is faith-seeing and all knowledge of God is faith-knowledge. 
That is why in the Fourth Gospel the words 'see', 'hear', 'believe', and 
'know' are in certain contexts more or less interchangeable. Knowing 
is indeed occasionally equated with seeing, but not in any Gnostic or 
mystical sense; knowing is 'seeing with the eye of faith', and this is a 
position which is fully biblical and is the common teaching of the NT. 
St Paul, unlike St John, does not seek to avoid such words as yvwms, 
cTTiyvajcris (which is indistinguishable in meaning from yvokris), ao^ta, 
marts, iivarripLov, etc. This may be because he is a missionary -and 
deliberately uses words already present in the religious vocabulary of 
his converts. The latter would know all about the mystery-cults with 
their claim to impart saving gnosis. It would be natural for Paul to speak 
to such converts about 'the excellency of the yv<n? of Christ Jesus my 
Lord' (Phil. 3.8) or about 'the /zvernjpicn/ of God, namely Christ, in 
whom all the treasures of (jo<f>la and yvwcn? are hidden' (Col. 2.2). 
The fact, if such it be, that Paul tries to express the truth about Christ 
in terms familiar to those for whom 'religion' had always meant the 
mysteries, does not mean that he accepted any of the tenets of a supposed 
Gnostic religious philosophy; still less do the allegedly 'Gnostic' 
language and outlook of Colossians-Ephesians imply that we must 
(with Bultmann) consider those writings to be non-Pauline. We know 
so little about the mystery religions (and nothing at all about any first- 
century 'Gnosticism' except what may be deduced from the NT) that 
all such theories are precarious. We are on surer ground if we recognize 
that in the Paulines there are two kinds of knowledge. There is first a 
'puffed up' knowledge, a worldly wisdom, which is vehemently repudi- 
ated (e.g. I Cor. 1.20; 2.5, 13; 8.2; 13.2, 8), and which doubtless repre- 
sents the pretended yva><ns and oofoa of the mystery-cults and the 
preachers of philosophy (Col. 2.8). But there is also a knowledge of God 
through Christ, a true wisdom which Paul claims to be superior to all 
pagan substitutes. The test by which the false knowledge and wisdom can 
be distinguished from the true is the test of love (ay CITT^) a test strikingly 
similar to that proposed in I John (e g. esp. 4.8). The false gnosis puffs 
up in pride, instead of promoting agape. Therefore, says Paul, even if I 
know the secrets of all the mystery religions and all their vaunted 
gnosis, I am still nothing if I have not agape (I Cor. 13.2). Gnosis, 
whether Greek intellect or Hellenistic revelation, is valueless apart from 
love. The Corinthians may think that they know all about idols the 
Christian revelation has 'debunked' them, of course; but that does not 
solve the practical problem of el&toXoOvra and the weaker brother's 
conscience: 'Now concerning ciSwXodvra, we know that we all have 
gnosis. Gnosis puffeth up, but agape builds up; if anyone thinks that he 
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knows anything, he knows not yet as he ought to know; but if anyone 
loves God, the same is known by him' (I Cor. 8.1-3). That is to say, it is 
not gnosis that is the saving power, but love. It is love which tells us the 
real meaning of knowledge; knowledge is not something that we have a 
right to be conceited about, for the true knowledge is not our know- 
ledge of God at all, but God's knowledge of us. In the matter of true 
knowledge, or saving knowledge, all is of God and nothing of ourselves ; 
beside this kind of knowledge, which Paul would prefer to call agape, 
since it is a personal relation with God, all the gnosis of the academies 
and the sects amounts to nothing. Even the Jew has no occasion to 
boast of his possession of 'the form of gnosis and truth in the Law' 
(Rom. 2.20), because this knowledge, so far from saving him, is actually 
his condemnation (Rom. 2.17-29). 

St Paul sets the whole question of gnosis in its true perspective by his 
wholly biblical emphasis upon the fact that our knowledge of God is 
not the important thing, not something on which we dare stake our 
salvation, but God's knowledge of us. We love God only because 
God 'knows' us (I Cor. 8.3), that is, in biblical language, calls us, enters 
into personal relations with us, commissions us to his service, and so on. 
It is not our cleverness or merit which has led us to the knowledge of 
God; thus he writes to the Galatians, 'At that time, not knowing 
God, you were slaves to those which by nature are no gods (i.e. the 
demons or pagan deities); but now that you have come to know God 
(vvv 8& yvovTcs Scov), or rather to be known by God (/xaAAov Se yvwaBcv- 
TCS wro &ov), how turn ye back again . . . ?' (Gal. 4.8f.). It was by the 
preaching of the word of Christ that the converts from paganism had 
come to the knowledge of the true God, but this had taken place only 
because God in his outgoing love had first 'known' them. Thus for those 
who have responded to the word of God in Christ there is indeed a real 
knowledge of God, and it suffices us; but it is not yet final or perfect 
knowledge. In this life it can but be partial knowledge (I Cor. 13.9); 
it is knowledge by faith, not yet by sight. Our knowledge of the mind 
of Christ, through faith in him, is sufficient for our daily guidance 
(I Cor. 2.16). Even now we have light enough, 'a spirit of wisdom and 
revelation in the knowledge of him, having the eyes of your heart en- 
lightened, that ye may know. . . .' (Eph. l.lTf.). 1 Here again the NT 
metaphor occurs also knowledge is a seeing by means of the eyes of 
the heart, that is, by faith; it is the only kind of knowledge which we 
can have in this present age. It is partial knowledge, per speculum, 
and it must vanish away in that final day of revelation when 'I shall 

1 Cf. the prayer of I Clem. Rom. 59 : 'Open the eyes of our hearts that we may know 
thee.* 
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know even as also I have been known' (I Cor. 13.12). This picture of 
the day of the Lord as a day of perfect knowledge is common to the OT 
and the NT. 

A GENERAL REVELATION TO ALL MANKIND 

It is clear from such a passage as Gal. 4.8f. that St Paul did not think 
that the Gentiles had any real knowledge of God until they received 
the Gospel of Christ. Yet, like the OT prophets, he holds that the 
Gentiles are blameworthy for their ignorance. They ought to have 
known God, but their knowledge was obscured by their sinfulness, 
especially their idolatry (Rom. 1.18-32). St Paul seems to have accepted 
the view of contemporary rabbinic Judaism that certain ethical demands 
were binding upon all men, including the Gentiles. Rabbinic thought 
had assimilated certain Greek ideas which were 'in the air', such as the 
Stoic notion of a universal moral law, or law of nature. Such a notion is 
already found, for instance, in Wisd. 13.1-9, a passage which clearly 
underlies Paul's thought in Rom. 1.18-32. There is no Hebrew word for 
'nature', and the idea of nature is totally foreign to the OT; yet in the 
first century A.D. a pupil of Gamaliel's can write such a sentence as 
'Does not even nature herself (<uW avrrj) teach you that if a man has 
long hair it is a disgrace to him?' (1 Cor. 11. 14). 1 The rabbis, in fact, 
had formulated a doctrine of the universal knowledge of God under 
their own characteristic forms. 2 There had been a revelation since the 
days of Adam, or, as Paul says in Rom. 1.20, 'since the creation of the 
world', and this revelation had been renewed in the days of Noah, when 
history began again after the Flood (Gen. 9.1-7). It was held that the 
'Noachic commandments', then enjoined upon all mankind, included 
such injunctions as not to worship idols, not to blaspheme, to establish 
justice, not to kill, not to commit adultery, not to steal, and so on there 
was no single fixed version. It is possible that the 'apostolic decrees' 
issued by the Council of Jerusalem (Acts 15.20, 29) were intended as 
a Christian version of this Noachic Code: Gentile Christians are 
dispensed from the meticulous observance of the Law of Moses, but 
they must keep the universal moral law; at least this suggestion makes 
sense of a very difficult passage, but it too has its own difficulties. The 
Jewish rabbis were well aware that the Gentiles recognized certain 
ethical standards, even if they did not frequently live up to them; and 
they instinctively perceived that such moral awareness could ultimately 
have come only from the God of righteousness, whose special revelation 
of himself had been given in the Torah of Moses. Thus, St Paul in 

1 Note also the use of jvms and jvaiKos in Rom. 1.26f. and in Rom. 2.14. 

2 See W. D. Davies, PRJ, 115-17. 
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Rom. 2.14f. recognizes that the Gentiles, who have no Torah such as 
the Jews have, nevertheless sometimes do by nature tyvcrei) the things of 
the moral law; they are therefore, he says, a law to themselves, that 
is, they are their own legislators; they prove that the content of the 
moral law is written on their hearts, their conscience (awiSijms) 
bearing witness to it, their own moral judgments accusing or excusing 
them in the light of it. 

The idea of conscience, thus introduced by Paul the rabbi into Christ- 
ianity with far-reaching results, is found in Acts, the Pastorals, Hebrews 
and I Peter, as well as more than a dozen times in the Paulines. It seems 
to have been an ethical commonplace of the Greek world, just the kind 
of notion which a missionary religion could adapt for its own purposes. 1 
It had already been accepted by Greek-speaking Jews, for we find the 
word in the LXX at Eccles. 10.20, Ecclus. 42.18 and Wisd. 17.11, 
though it is only in the last of these passages (where it is equated with 
'a witness within') that it bears its technical ethical meaning. The word 
<nn>ciSrjai$ (lit. 'co-knowledge', con-scientid) implies a second conscious- 
ness, i.e. the reflective judgment which a man has alongside of his con- 
sciousness of what he is doing; this second consciousness is personified 
and projected as confronting and passing judgment upon the first, 
accusing or excusing. This universal awareness of right and wrong, 
together with the sense of obligation to do the right, which is called 
conscience, is taken by Paul as evidence of a universal human know- 
ledge of the moral law, and therefore, however dimly, of the Author of 
the moral law. In this matter St Paul is following current rabbinic 
teaching, such as he had learnt from Gamaliel, even if the concepts of 
'conscience' and 'nature' are Greek rather than Hebrew ways of stating 
it. Of course, as Paul goes on to argue strongly, this knowledge of 
God's law among the Gentiles is not a saving knowledge, any more 
than the Jews' knowledge of the Torah is for them saving knowledge. 
In both cases the law condemns: conscience is always the guilty con- 
science. Nevertheless the very existence of conscience among the Gen- 
tiles is evidence that they possess the knowledge of God. God has 
revealed himself since the creation of the world through the things 
which he has made, and his invisible attributes of everlasting power 
and divinity are clearly visible to the eye unclouded by sin (Rom. 1.20). 

This teaching is not strictly a doctrine of a 'natural knowledge' of 
God, because in the previous verse Paul says that God revealed 
(c(f>avepa>o) to mankind that which may be known about him (1.19). 
The rabbinic background here is still that of the myth of the Covenant 

1 For a full discussion of the subject see C. A. Pierce, Conscience in the New 
Testament, 1955. 
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with Noah and the renewal by its means of the original Covenant that 
God had intended to make with the whole human race through the 
first man, Adam. Therefore, it is better to speak of a 'general revelation' 
than of a 'natural knowledge' of God. But Paul the rabbi goes on to 
shew how this general revelation of God was disregarded and abused 
by mankind. Having come to know God (yvovrcs rov 9e6v, Rom. 1.21 ; 
cf. Gal. 4.9), men nevertheless refused to worship him as God, desiring 
rather to glorify themselves, a process which leads to the darkening of 
reason and to the irrational worship of human deities and even of birds 
and cows and snakes. Superstition gives rise to immorality, for when 
men worship something other than God they cease to respect his moral 
law. As the Jews had always known, idolatry is the parent of fornica- 
tion and of every kind of abomination. In typical rabbinic fashion Paul 
in Rom. 1.21-32 traces the superstitions and vices of the pagan world 
to their roots in idolatry, the worship of the creature instead of the 
Creator. Thus God's general revelation of his power and divinity 
through the works of creation is obscured by sin, and the truth is 
suppressed by unrighteousness (Rom. 1.18); nevertheless conscience 
remains among the Gentiles to testify to the original revelation of God 
to all mankind. 

According to Acts 17.22-31 St Paul on suitable occasions based his 
preaching of the Gospel upon his rabbinic conception of a general revela- 
tion. He attempted to lead the Athenians on the Areopagus from the 
doctrines of Stoic philosophy to the revelation in Jesus Christ. He takes 
the existence of an altar inscribed 'Ayv<!><rrw && as evidence of their 
awareness of the God who made the world and does not inhabit 
temples made with human hands. He refers to 'some of your own poets' 
and quotes Aratus, the Cilician Stoic, to the effect that men are God's 
offspring. Paul, of course, would not have agreed with this view 
without qualification, since he does not think that all men are ^uW 
sons of God, but only that they are capable of becoming sons of God 
by adoption and grace; nevertheless taking the poet's words to mean 
that men have been made by God, he points out how such an insight is 
totally incompatible with popular idolatrous religious beliefs. He then 
goes on to speak of a coming judgment of the world by the Appointed 
Man, whose resurrection from the dead is the assurance of his future 
role as judge. There is no reason to suppose that St Luke has fabricated 
the content of Paul's preaching to the Athenians; Jewish apologists, 
trained in the rabbinic-Stoic anthropology of universal human con- 
science, must often have used this kind of argument in their discussions 
with Gentile 'God-fearers'. It was not the familiar Stoic-rabbinic 
approach which scandalized Paul's hearers, but the preaching of 



52 Knowledge and Revelation 

judgment and resurrection. Some commentators have suggested that it 
was the failure of his philosophical apologetic on the Areopagus that 
made Paul resolve that henceforward he would preach nothing but Christ 
crucified and never again start from 'the wisdom of this world' (I Cor. 
1.18-31). Such a suggestion is altogether unlikely. It is much more 
probable that Paul meant what he actually wrote to the Corinthians, 
namely, that his preaching of Christ was not a new mystery religion, a 
man-made ao^ia (I Cor. 2.1, 5f., 13), but a kerugma which, however 
foolish it might sound, was attested by the Holy Spirit of God. He is 
certainly not confessing that he had ever preached a man-made ao^ta, 
at Athens or anywhere else; he is protesting that this is the one thing he 
could never do. Furthermore it was not the rabbinic apologetic which 
had scandalized the Athenians; it was the idea of judgment and of a 
resurrection from the dead which they had mocked (Acts 17.32); it 
was the preaching of Christ crucified which appeared foolishness to the 
Greeks (I Cor. 1.23). Paul knew well enough that there would have been 
no scandal in Christianity as a new aofaa. It was the kerugmatic element 
in the faith, not the philosophical, which was resented by the 'disputers 
of this age'. There is no reason to doubt that in his summary of Paul's 
preaching on the Areopagus St Luke has given us a faithful account of 
the kind of approach which St Paul was accustomed to make to an 
audience of educated Greeks, whenever he had an opportunity to 
preath to them. 

We need not doubt, despite Karl Earth, 1 that St Paul adhered to the 
rabbinic teaching that a general revelation of God had been vouchsafed 
to the world before ever the Torah was given through Moses. God had 
made a covenant with mankind before he made his covenant with 
Abraham, of which circumcision was the sign (Gen. 17.1-14). Had it not 
been so, mankind generally would have had no knowledge that one way 
of behaving was better than another, and could not have recognized 
certain kinds of conduct as good; there would have been no point in 
the exhortation, so frequently addressed to the Christian communities, 
to seek to convince the Gentiles by their example (Rom. 12.17; I Tim. 
6. 1 ; Titus 2.5 ; cf. Rom. 2.24). It is because of the grace of God in general 
revelation that the moral life of the good pagan can put the lax Jew to 
shame and may be reckoned unto him for circumcision (Rom. 2.26f.). 
For this reason also the office-bearers of the State are performing a 
divine service (Xeirovpyol @eo), and Christians should therefore be 
subject to them not only for fear of their displeasure but also for con- 
science' sake (Rom. 13.4-6; I Pet. 2.13f.; Titus 3.1). It is by reason of 
this truth, which is mythologically expressed in the story of God's 
1 The Epistle to the Romans, ET, Hoskyns, 1930, 46f. 
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covenant with Noah, that the State itself even the government of 
Nero has its divinely appointed role in the providential ordering of 
the world. 1 

REVELATION AND PAROUSIA 

The biblical teaching is that God revealed himself to all mankind 
through the works of creation, especially through man, since man was 
made in God's own image (Gen. 1.26f.). But man's character of imago 
Dei was sadly defaced though not obliterated by his fall into sin. 
There remained in man traces of his 'original righteousness' in his 
reason and conscience, however feeble and distorted these have been 
rendered by sin. God, however, in his mercy vouchsafed to mankind a 
'special revelation' of himself, whereby man in the midst of his sinful- 
ness might through faith in God's promise come to a saving knowledge 
of God as his creator and redeemer. Man could not have rediscovered 
God for himself or known him as he is, had not God revealed himself 
through the veils of ignorance and superstition which are the conse- 
quences of man's attempt to put himself into the place of God. But the 
full revelation of God will not be made until the final 'day of the Lord', 
when faith shall be swallowed up in sight; in the meantime God has 
granted a revelation to the eye of faith which even now assures us of 
our ultimate salvation. Thus, though 'revelation' is primarily an eschat- 
ological conception, there is, as we shall see, a sense in which it is right 
to speak of a revelation in history. 

Two verbs are chiefly used in the NT to convey the idea of revealing. 
The first, aTroKaXvTrrctv (with its cognate noun, dTro/caAu^i?) means to 
unveil, to take the cover off something and let it be seen. It is used with 
an everyday, secular meaning in classical Greek writers and in the 
LXX. But in the NT it is never used in the everyday, literal sense, but 
only as a technical theological term; 2 thus at I Cor. 11.5f., where Paul 
is speaking about removing a woman's head-covering, or at II Cor. 
3.13f., where he is speaking about removing the veil from Moses's 
face, he employs different compound forms of the verb: d/caTa/caAvrrro?, 
uncovered, and ava/caAuVrciv, to unveil, respectively. In the NT 
(Mro/cttAum-civ is always used of God's act of revealing and is never used 
in a human, secular sense. (The OT has, of course, used the words in 
the sense of divine revelation, e.g. LXX, I Sam. 2.27; Ps. 97 (98).2; 
Dan. 2.19). In the NT Mark, John (except in an OT quotation at 
12.38), Acts and Heb. never use aTro/caAvTn-civ. But it is found in Matt. 
10.26 (-Luke 12.2), Matt. 11.25, 27 (=Luke 10.21f.), Matt. 16.17 and 

1 For a fuller consideration of the idea of 'general revelation* see Alan Richardson, 
Christian Apologetics, Chap. V. For the covenant with Noah see the same author's 
Genesis l-XI (Torch Commentaries), 1953, 105-12. 

2 So G. S. Hendry, TWBB* 195f. 
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Luke 17.30, all in words attributed to Jesus. Along with the OT quota- 
tion in Luke 2.32 these are the only uses of the word in the Gospels. 
The second verb, <f>avepovv (with its derived noun, favepaxns) means 
to make manifest something formerly hidden or unknown. This word 
can be used in its ordinary, everyday sense (e.g. Mark 3.12; 6.14) or 
with the deeper meaning of divine revelation by which hidden, mysteri- 
ous truth is disclosed. The noun occurs in NT only at I Cor. 12.7 and 
II Cor. 4.2. 

When we today use the word 'revelation' in theological discussion, 
we nearly always mean 'historical revelation', through Israel or through 
Christ. But when the NT speaks of revelation, it nearly always means the 
final unveiling at the end of the age, i.e. at the parousia. The word 
aTTOKd\v$is, used simply and without qualification, means the parousia, 
the revealing of Jesus Christ at his coming at the end of the age. The 
OT 'day of the Lord' now takes on the sense of 'the day of (the coming 
of) the Lord Jesus'; thus St Paul describes the Corinthians as 'waiting 
for the oLTTOKaXviffts of our Lord Jesus Christ, who shall also confirm 
you unto the end, unreprovable in the day of our Lord Jesus Christ' 
(I Cor. 1.7). The Messiah will return to deliver the creation from its ills, 
and he will not come alone, for the sons of God shall appear with him 
in glory 'the airoKaXv^s of the sons of God' (Rom. 8.18f.; cf. II (4) 
Esd. 13.26, 29, 39). Rest will come to those who are afflicted in this age 
'at the airoKdXvfas of the Lord Jesus from heaven with the angels of his 
power' (II Thess. 1.7: we may ask whether the angels here are to be 
identified with the 'sons of God' of Rom. 8.19; cf. Job 1.6; 2.1; 38.7; 
Pss. 29.1; 89.6 RV mg.). Tribulations must be endured by the faithful 
until the Man of Sin is revealed, the son of perdition, who is described 
in Danielic language as 'exalting himself against all that is called God' 
and sitting in the sanctuary (vaos) of God; then the Restrainer will be 
revealed in his own season (*cu/x>?): 'then shall be revealed the lawless 
one, whom the Lord Jesus shall slay with the breath of his mouth and 
bring to nought by the manifestation (cV^avewx) of his coming 
(irapovala) 9 (II Thess. 2.3-8). The word cVt^ai/cta, an appearing, manifest- 
ation, usually in the sense of a supernatural appearing, is used in NT 
only here (II Thess. 2.8) and in the Pastorals (five times), always (except 
at II Tim. 1.10) in the sense of the final appearing of Christ in glory at 
the end of the age. The word irapovaia (from frdpciiu, to be at hand, to 
have arrived, to be present) can be used in a secular everyday sense for 
someone's arrival or presence (e.g. I Cor. 16.17; II Cor. 10.10); but its 
significant use in the NT is as a technical term for the visible coming of 
Christ at the end of the age, the Christian 'day of the Lord', the day of 
revelation, when Christ will raise the dead, hold the last judgment and 
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set up the kingdom of God in power and glory (Matt. 24.3, 27, 37, 39; 
I Cor. 15.23; I Thess. 2.19; 3.13; 4.15; 5.23; II Thess. 2.1, 8f.; James 
5.7f.; II Pet. 1.16; 3.4, 12; I John 2.28). It is this event of the parousia 
of Christ which is referred to quite simply as 17 aTro/coAu^t s, the revela- 
tion. Thus, I Peter speaks of 'a salvation ready to be revealed 
(a7TOKaXv(f>6fjvcu) at the last time (eV Kcupw <7xara>)' (1.5), a time which is 
also referred to as eV aTro/caAityet '/TJCTOU Xpurrov (1.7 and 1.13), or eV 

TTJ a7ro/caAJ0t rijs Sogrjs avrov (4.13; cf. 5.1). 

The NT itself does not speak of a 'second coming' of Christ; the 
nearest approach to that expression is to be found in Heb. 9.28, where 
it is said that 'Christ shall appear a second time (Ac fevrcpov), apart 
from sin, to them that wait for him, unto salvation'. The technical term 
17 SCU'TC/HX napovaia is at least as old as Justin Martyr (Apol. 1.52, etc.) 
and is contrasted with 17 Trpwrrj Trapovata (Dial. c. Tr. cc. 40, 110, 121 ; 
cf. Ignatius, Phil 9), i.e. the incarnation, birth and ministry of Christ. 
The word ZXcvais (cf. c'Aevcro/zai), a coming, advent, is found in NT only 
at Acts 7.52, where it refers to Christ's first coming; but it is later used 
in the plural, at eAeu'o-ets, to refer to the first and second comings of 
Christ (Irenaeus, Adv. Haer. 1. 10). Some theologians disapprove of the 
traditional expression, 'the second coming of Christ', on the ground that 
it implies that Christ, once present on earth, is now absent, but will come 
again. But the phrase was never intended to suggest a doctrine of the 
'real absence' of Christ; it was used to convey what the NT certainly 
teaches: that Christ is not now present in the same way as he was pre- 
sent in the days of his flesh, and that he is not yet present in the way in 
which he will be present m the day of his 'appearing'. Christ is truly 
present to his Church today, but he is present not in his earthly body, 
nor yet in his visible 'glory'; he is present in the reality of the Holy 
Spirit. 

There is also a difference between the revelation that will be made at 
Christ's parousia and the revelation that has been given in history. 
At the parousia the revelation will be a 'sight' revelation as contrasted 
with the 'faith' revelation that is given in history. The revelation m the 
historical Jesus could be received only by the eye of faith and this is 
equally true of his original disciples in the days of his flesh and of his 
disciples in every subsequent century who have accepted their testimony. 
At the 'apocalypse' of Christ in the 'last time' it will be impossible for 
anyone, with or without faith, to avoid beholding him as he is, in his 
glorious majesty. During his incarnate life, a veil, impenetrable to eyes 
without faith, concealed beneath the form of a servant the royal dignity 
of the King of kings, so that Annas and Caiaphas, Herod and Pilate, 
those who crucified him, did not perceive that Jesus was indeed a King. 
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But at his coming at the end of the age he will be manifest in all his 
majesty not only to the eyes of faith but to every eye: 'Behold, he 
cometh with the clouds; and every eye shall see him, and they which 
pierced him' (Rev. 1.7). No longer in that day shall we see 'darkly' 
cV alviypart. but 'face to face' (I Cor. 13.12): tongues and prophecies 
and gnosis shall vanish away in the day when faith is swallowed up in 
sight. 'We shall see him even as he is' (I John 3.2). 

How then does the NT regard what we call 'historical revelation' ? 
It thinks of it as a foretaste of the fulness of the grace and truth (cf. 
John 1.14) which shall be hereafter, at the end of the age a foretaste 
mercifully vouchsafed here and now to those who have responded in 
faith to the word of salvation in Christ, a tasting of the powers of the 
Age to Come (Heb. 6.5). Thus, St Peter speaks (or is made to speak) of 
himself as 'a partaker of the glory that shall be revealed' (I Pet. 5.1). 
The goal of world-process, namely Christ (I Cor. 15.27f.; Eph. 1.10; 
Col. 1.20), has already appeared in history, but in such a lowly form 
that only those who possessed the gift of faith could see in him 'the 
Man ordained to judge the world in righteousness' (Acts 17.31). The 
glory was present indeed in the incarnate Son, but it was veiled in such 
a way that only those who believed his word could see it (John 1.14; 
2.1 1 ; 14.22). In past times God had spoken to the ear of obedient faith 
through the prophets, and his culminating address his 'last word' 
had now been spoken in Jesus Christ his Son, the agent of creation by 
whom the worlds also were sustained (Heb. 1.1-3; cf. John 1.1-5). 
Those who do not disregard so great an act of salvation, spoken of by 
the Lord himself, confirmed by those who heard him, now await his 
second appearing 'unto salvation' (Heb. 2.3; 9.28). Faith itself is 
thus an eschatological participation in things hoped for but not yet 
seen (Heb. 11.1). The NT understanding of the economy of salvation 
can be seen in such a passage as I Pet. 1.10-12: the Spirit of Christ m 
the OT prophets testified beforehand both the sufferings and triumphs 
(Sdfcu) of Christ, and the revelation was made to them not so much 
for the sake of their own generation, but so that those to whom the 
Gospel would be preached in the age of the Holy Spirit would properly 
comprehend things long hidden, that even the angels desire to look into. 
The suggestion of this passage is that the prophets in their own age did 
not fully understand the things which they wrote; the latter could be 
understood only by those who possess in Jesus Christ the key to the 
Scriptures (so also John 5.39; II Cor. 3.14-16; Gal. 3.8; Luke 24.25-27, 
44-48, etc.). But the words uttered by the prophets, when understood in 
the light of Christ, may be spoken of as revelation; and in I Pet. 1.12 
there is a positive instance of anoKaXv-mtw being used of what we would 
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call 'historical' revelation although the same passage makes it clear that 
revelation in the absolute sense is still a future event that will take place 
'at the last time' (1.5; cf. 1.7, 13). Similar teaching is found in Rom. 
16.25f., where Paul equates his own gospel, the kerugma of Jesus Christ, 
with the revelation of a mystery which had been kept in silence through 
age-long times, but now is manifested. Revelation here again is 'his- 
torical' revelation. The function of 'the scriptures of the prophets' is 
to make known to all nations this revelation 'unto obedience of faith'. 
Thus historical revelation is essentially 'faith-revelation'. The Church 
makes use of the Jewish Scriptures to prove to the Gentiles the truth 
of the Gospel of Christ, in which the ancient prophecies are fulfilled. 
As later Christian apologists were to argue, it was part of the pro- 
vidential divine plan that the Jews in their dispersion should have 
carried their Scriptures into every Gentile land, so that the preachers 
of the Gospel, when they arrived, should have confirmatory evidence of 
their message already awaiting them there. 1 

If now we ask whence apostolic Christianity derived this conception 
of revelation, the answer would seem to be: from the Lord Jesus him- 
self. He had called upon men to have faith in the eschatological event 
which his own preaching and mighty works inaugurated; he had led 
them to discern beneath the lowly form of the Son of Man, who had 
not where to lay his head (Luke 9.58), the royal person of the Son of 
Man who would sit 'on the throne of his glory' in judgment upon the 
nations (Matt. 25.31f.). If, as seems likely, Jesus conceived of his own 
Messianic vocation along the lines of the Suffering Servant of Isaiah's 
prophecy, we have in Isa. 53 the prototype of the despised and rejected 
Son of Man who was not recognized by his contemporaries as the Lord's 
Anointed, but who nevertheless is vindicated and shewn to be the 
bringer of righteousness and salvation. If, further, Jesus had identified 
the Isaianic Servant with the Danielic 'one like unto a son of man' 
who should come with the clouds of heaven (Dan. 7.13; Matt. 16.27; 
24.30; 26.64; Mark 14.62), then it would seem that the NT conception 
of revelation as the unveiling of the Son of Man, begun now by faith, 
to be completed at the parousia, is directly traceable to the authority 
of Jesus himself. The further elaboration and vindication of this sug- 
gestion must await our exposition of Jesus' conception of his own 
person and work. It should, however, be noted here that some recorded 
words of Jesus in the Gospels speak of a future revelation which (it is 
reasonable to suppose) is the same event as the coming of the Son of 
Man in his power and glory: 'there is nothing covered that Shall not 

be revealed ' (Matt. 10.26=Luke 12.2). More explicitly in another 

i E.g. St Augustine, Ep. CXXXVII, iv.16. 
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passage Jesus speaks of the parousia of the Son of Man as being like a 
lightning-flash, sudden and visible to all; there will be no need to peer 
'here' and 'there', for the flash will be seen from east to west (Matt. 
24.27=Lukc 17.24; cf. Luke 17.30). The Gospels represent Jesus him- 
self as teaching that 'the day of the Son of Man' will be a sudden 
unveiling of the truth which is now hidden and visible only to the eye 
of faith, but which will then be made manifest in all its blinding splen- 
dour to every human eye. 

REVELATION AND MYSTERY 

In the NT revelation and mystery are concepts inseparable from each 
other. 1 God's existence is not a problem which we can solve by intel- 
lectual effort; it is a mystery which we can perceive by faith. In this age 
every act of unveiling must at the same time be an act of veiling; not 
until the final day of revelation will there be an unveiling in which there 
will be no veiling at all. Revelation in this age is always the disclosure 
of the hidden God; the Bible expresses its sense of the mystery of the 
divine being by means of its insistence upon the hiddenness of God and 
of all his ways (cf. Isa. 45.15; also Deut. 29.29; Job 11 .'7; 15.8; 36.22f.; 
Rom. 11.33f.). The Hebrew tongue is rich in synonyms for 'hide' and 
'hidden', and nothing could more clearly indicate the profoundly 
religious quality of the biblical mind than its deep sense of the hidden 
mystery of God. 2 God's being is inaccessible to man's understanding, 
and even in revealing himself in his saving acts God remains hidden 
from us; he does not thereby lay his nature open to the inspection of 
philosophers, since his saving and revealing acts are also mysterious. 
Jesus himself actually thanks God that the divine truth is hidden from 
the clever and sophisticated but is revealed to 'babes' (Matt. 11.25= 
Luke 10.21). He speaks of God's reign as a 'mystery', i.e. as a hidden 
reality, in this age (Mark 4.11 and pars.). So, too, St Paul speaks of the 
Christian knowledge of God in this age as a 'hidden wisdom': 'we 
speak God's wisdom in a mystery, even the wisdom that hath been 
hidden' (I Cor. 2.7). The mysterious truth of the Gospel cannot be 
made known through ordinary publicity channels but only through 
'the hearing of faith' a truth constantly overlooked by busy, untheo- 
logical clergymen who imagine that they can bring home the message 
of the Gospel by modern advertising techniques and business methods. 

1 Cf. J. B. Lightfoot on Col. 1 .27 (St Paul's Epistles to the Colosslans and Philemon, 
3rd ed., 1879, 168): 'pvoTJpiov is almost universally found in connection with words 
denoting revelation or publication; e.g. airoKo.\vtrri.v t airoKdXvifiis, Rom. 16.25; 
Eph. 3.3, 5; II Thess. 2.7; yvwp/Jeii;, Rom. 16.26; Eph. 1.9; 3.3, 10; 6.19; favepow, 
Col. 4.3; Rom. 16.26; I Tim. 3.16; AaAefr, Col. 4.3; I Cor. 2.7; 14.2; A^yap, I Cor. 
15.51.' 

2 See W. Stahlin, The Mystery of God, ET, 1937, 14; G. S. Hendry, TWBB, 108. 
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Thus they convert the mystery of evangelization into a 'problem of 
communication'. At the same level of misunderstanding untheological 
scholars have imagined that the mystery of God, the hiddenness of his 
being and his ways, about which the NT speaks, is something akin to 
the 'mysteries' of Graeco-oriental religion. It is, of course, on the con- 
trary, the continuation and working out in the NT of the ancient 
Hebrew awareness of the utter mystery of God's being and its in- 
accessibility to the finite capacities of all created intelligences. 

The NT writers certainly a Hellenistic Jew like St Paul could 
hardly have been unaware of the meaning of 'mystery' in the pagan 
religion of their day, yet they do not set forth 'the mystery of the 
Gospel' (Eph. 6.19) in the guise of a new mystery-cult. Like the author 
of Wisdom, they would have dismissed such 'mysteries' with contempt 
(Wisd. 14.15, 23). The Gospel of Jesus Christ was proclaimed in the 
market-place to all who would listen: it was not a hotch-potch of 
magical catchwords whispered to the initiates amidst superstitious 
ceremonies behind locked doors. It was clearly a different kind of 
'mystery' from the pagan 'mysteries'. The mystery about which St 
Paul writes is not a secret gnosis magically conferring immortality upon 
the few: it is the hidden plan of salvation for the whole world, Jew and 
Gentile alike, which had been kept hidden through all the ages until 
now, when in these last times it has been disclosed in Jesus Christ and 
is now proclaimed by those who preach him i.e. the ministers of 
Christ and stewards of the mysteries of God (I Cor. 4.1) and it stands, 
an open secret, for all who will believe the good news (Rom. 11.25; 
1625f.; I Cor. 2.7; Eph. 1.9; 3.3-6; Col. 2.2; 4.3). But Paul can use 
the word in other senses e.g. of unintelligible things spoken in a 
'tongue' (I Cor. 14.2), of the mystery of how we shall all be changed at 
the last trump (I Cor. 15.51), of the mystery of lawlessness (II Thess. 
2.7), or of the 'mystic sense' or hidden meaning of an OT passage 
(Eph. 5.32). Outside the Paulines the word is used in the NT in I Tim. 
3.9, 16, somewhat colourlessly, and also in Revelation, where it usually 
bears the sense of a mystic image seen in a vision (Rev. 1.20; 17.5, 7); 
but at Rev. 10.7 the /XVOTTJ/HOV TOV &cov is clearly the whole divine plan 
for the creation, now reaching its consummation, according to the good 
tidings proclaimed by the prophets of old (cf. Rom. 16.25f.). The only 
use of \LVVTJ\PIQV outside the Paulines, I Tim. and Rev. is at Mark 
4.1 1 (and pars. Matt. 13.1 1, Luke 8.10), which will be discussed below. 1 

The NT conveys the sense of the deep mystery of revelation in many 
ways, even when the word ^ivarripiov is not used. The hiddenness of the 
truth and its inaccessibility apart from faith are everywhere implied, 

1 See infra, 92-5. 
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Thus, there is a mystery of the person of Christ, a mystery of the 
Kingdom of God, a mystery of the divine plan of salvation. A mystery 
in this biblical sense is something quite different from a secret. It does 
not cease to be a mystery when it has been revealed, whereas, of course, 
a secret ceases to be a secret. As we have noted, the verb 'reveal' could 
not appropriately be used in the sense of making known an ordinary, 
everyday piece of information (cf. the current newspaper jargon: *A 
spokesman of the Foreign Office revealed that . . .'). When the mystery 
of the person of Christ is revealed to his disciples (cf. Matt. 16.17), it is 
not less mysterious than before. A secret, though concealed at present, 
may at any time be 'made public', and then it ceases to be a secret. 
But a mystery cannot be made public in this way; it cannot be laid 
open to public inspection even when it is preached from the house-tops. 
To take an illustration: Judas may have 'revealed' (in the newspaper 
sense of the word) to the high priest the secret of Jesus's Messiahship; 
but he did not and could not reveal the mystery of it, and the high 
priest remained in total ignorance of it. Or again, Pilate's superscription 
may have made public the news that Jesus was the king of the Jews; 
but the inward mystery of the Kingship of Jesus can never be disclosed 
by means of a public notice-board. The mystery of the person of 
Christ is not at all the same thing as the so-called 'Messianic secret'. 
The NT writers, as we have noted, whether consciously or not, reserve 
airoKaXvirrciv for the disclosure of mystery and never use it of the making 
public of a piece of information after the manner of a 'press-release'. 
The paradox of revelation, as the Bible understands it, is that God 
can reveal himself to sinful man only by veiling the brightness of his 
true glory. This veiling of his brightness is a gracious act of the divine 
condescension: the true light, appearing amongst men, was veiled in 
order that they might see. Otherwise they would have been blinded by 
excess of light. Thus, the incarnation itself was necessarily a veiling as 
well as a revealing of the light; if it had not been the former, it could 
not have been the latter. Spiritual truth, if we may use the language of 
St Thomas Aquinas, must be mediated through corporeal images; 
i/i statu viatoris there is no direct vision of God, for the sight would sear 
our eyes; the light can reach us, in the phrase which St Thomas is fond 
of quoting from Dionysius, only when 'wrapped in a maze of sacred 
veils'. Hence the necessity of the incarnation: the divine truth must 
veil its brightness in the robe of human nature, and so God reveals 
himself by the paradoxical act of hiding himself in our humanity. 1 The 
divine splendour is at once veiled and revealed in the flesh which Christ 
took from the Virgin Mary his mother. The divine Son wears his 
1 See A. L. Lilley, Religion and Revelation, 1932, 49. 
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human robe so perfectly that men in every generation since his own 
(cf. Mark 6.2f.) have looked upon him as merely one of themselves 
and have failed to penetrate the incognito which he had assumed. 
So, too, the divine life of the Church, his continuing body on the 
earth, necessarily involves a veiling of the inner mystery of its existence: 
'your life is hid with Christ in God' (Col. 3.3); but it will be fully 
revealed in its glorious reality at the manifestation of Christ (Col. 3.4). 
Similarly the Church's sacraments are veils penetrable only by faith 
('Beneath these signs are hidden Glorious things to sight forbidden' 1 ). 
Even the words of the Scriptures themselves are veils; in Luther's 
metaphor, they are the human swaddling-clothes in which the Christ 
is laid. All forms of revelation are necessarily veilings of the truth and 
are signs of the infinite condescension of God, who accommodates his 
divine majesty to the capacity of our human weakness. 
1 St Thomas Aquinas, Lauda, Sion, Salvatorem. 
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(HRIST'S gospel of the reign of God is 'the power of God 
unto salvation to every one who believes' (Rom. 1.16). It is the 

proclamation that God's purpose of salvation, adumbrated by 

the^divine activity in Israel's history to which the prophets of the 
old dispensation had pointed, is now being fulfilled through the exalta- 
tion of the crucified Messiah, who will presently return and consum- 
mate all things. In this divine activity God has revealed his character of 
righteousness and his purpose of salvation. In the biblical view God 
cannot be known as he exists in himself, but only in so far as by his 
activity he discloses himself. His being is beyond our scrutiny and we 
can know him only because he has revealed himself in human history. 
The divine activity, by which God has made himself known, is expressed 
in the NT by a number of words which denote the outgoing, spontane- 
ous action Of God: SJvajzis, efoucri'a, evcpycta, Kpdros, jSaaiAcwi, Sofa, 
<f>ws, ?fc>?7, Adyoff, o-o^ta, Trvcvfia, ^dpis, ayaTrr), opyy, 0vp,6s, SiKcuoavvrj, 

awrypta and many more. From an early date such 'attributes' were 
ascribed to God and to Christ in the Church's worship (e.g. Rev. 4.11; 
5.12f.; 7.12; Matt. 6.13, RV mg. only). In such doxologies God is 
praised for his creative and redemptive activity, through which alone 
we have knowledge of him and of his will to save us. Many of these 
active manifestations of God are more or less synonymous with one 
another, since it is the same divine SiWfuy which is operative under 
different forms. For example, Christ may be said to have been raised 
from the dead by means of God's SiW/us (I Cor. 6.14), or by his 
Sofa (Rom. 6.4), or by his eVepyeia (Col. 2.12); yet it is much more 
frequently asserted in Acts, in Paul and in the sub-Pauline books, that 
God raised him from the dead. 

CHRIST THE POWER OF GOD 

The desire to avoid anthropomorphism led the rabbis to speak of 
something as having been done by such attributes as the power, or the 
wisdom, or the spirit (of God), although they meant that God had done 
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it. 1 Hence to speak of God's Stfra/u? is simply to speak of God acting. 
The God of the Bible is pure WvwOtu, the source of all Swa/us and 
ifovala, of whom alone it may be said, trdvra. Sward (Mark 10.27; cf. 
Gen. 18.14; Job 42.2; Jer. 32.17, 27; Zech. 8.6; Luke 1.37). The NT 
nowhere says tout court that Christ is God (Rom. 9.5 may be punctu- 
ated in several ways: see RV mg.), but it does say that he is the 
Swapis of God (I Cor. 1.24), i.e. he is the activity of God par excellence. 
Christ is God's most characteristic, most revealing, action. In the 
earthly life of Jesus the 8iW/ii? &cov was veiled; yet it expressed itself 
in those StW/zei? which manifested to the eyes of faith the impending 
destruction of Satan's counter-kingdom. After his resurrection Christ 
received all c$ovaia in heaven and on earth (Matt. 28.18; I Cor. 15.27f.; 
Eph. 1.20-22; Phil. 2.9f.; Heb. 2.8; I Pet. 3.22; Rev. 11.15-17; 17.14); 
before it the NT speaks of the reign of God, but after it Christ reigns, 
and the phrase jScuriAet'a rov Xptarov is permissible (Eph. 5.5; Col. 1.13; 
II Pet. 1.11; Rev. 11.15). The Christus regnans from his exalted place at 
God's right hand pours down his gifts the gift and the gifts of the 
Spirit (Eph. 4.8; I Cor. 12.4-11, etc.), whose workings here and now 
are the empirical evidence of the exaltation of Christ (Acts 2.33). The 
/facriAcuz rov &ov is made visible to faith in the operation of the Holy 
Spirit (Rom. 5.5; Eph. 4.8, etc.); the pawXcla of God or of Christ is 
present and active in a new way, cV SiW/zct, 'with power', i.e. with the 
power of the Holy Spirit (Rom. 15.13; Mark 9.1). The power which the 
missionary Church experienced was in fact the power of the Spirit 
(Rom. 15.13, 19; I Cor. 2.4; Eph. 3.16, 20; Col. 1.11, 29; II Tim. 1.7, 
etc.); and indeed in many contexts ovvaius and nvcv^a are virtually 
synonymous terms (e.g. Luke 1.17, 35; 4.14; 5.17; 6.19; cf. Mark 5.30). 
Christ himself was conceived by the power of the Holy Spirit (Matt. 
1.18, 20; Luke 1.35) and he was anointed in Holy Spirit at his baptism 
(Mark 1.10 and pars.); but it is not until after his resurrection that the 
power of the Spirit is imparted to his disciples (John 7.39): Tarry ye 
here in the city until ye be clothed with SzW/zi? from on high' (Luke 
24.49); 'Ye shall receive ovvapis when the Holy Spirit is come upon 
you' (Acts 1.8). 

The association and even identification of 8iW/xi? and Holy Spirit 
in the NT gives us the clue to the much discussed saying of Jesus in 
Mark 9.1 : 'Verily, I say unto you, There be some here of them that 
stand by, which shall in no wise taste of death, till they see the reign of 
God come eV Swa/jct.' Jesus conceives of his own Messianic mission as 



1 The Power 1 was a rabbinic periphrasis for the divine name (G. Dalman, Words 
of Jesus, ET, 1902, 200f.) and it is thus used at Mark 14.62; Matt. 26.64; cf. Luke 
22.69. There is good OT precedent for speaking of God as 3wa/us, e.g. Pss. 45.2 
(LXX; EVV, 46.1), 58.17 (LXX; EVV, 59.16). 
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that of bringing in the New Age foretold by the prophets, in which the 
Holy Spirit would be poured out upon all flesh (Joel 2.28, etc.). 1 His 
own death was to be the means of bringing in the Age of the Spirit. 
Jesus was declaring that God's /facrtActa, whose advent he had pro- 
claimed, would shortly be manifested in the activity (SiW/xiy) of the 
outpoured Spirit of God. The flcunXela during Christ's ministry on 
earth is, as it were, an irresistible SiW/ziy silently at work in the world 
(Mark 4.26-32); shortly, however, as some of those standing by would 
discover, this paviXcla rov &o would be 'demonstrated' in the Spirit 
and in 8vW/*i? (cf. I Cor. 2.4). As Paul, who rejoiced in the distribution 
of the Spirit's gifts, was able to declare, the reign of God is not now 
merely a matter of preaching, of words only, but is present in the Church 

in all Its dynamic reality ov yap ev Xoyw r) /SacriAeia rov &ov dAA* 

cV ouvdfici (I Cor. 4.20); the phrase cv Swapa well characterized the 
quality of the Church's life in the Spirit. We may sum up the matter 
thus: during his earthly ministry Jesus preached the reign of God 
cV Ao'yy, and his word possessed its own self-realizing power (e.g. 
Matt. 8.16): but after his death and exaltation the reign of God was 
present in a new way, eV SiW^ei, i.e. in the power of the Holy Spirit. 
St John, as is his custom, makes very clear the standpoint of the apos- 
tolic Church in this matter (John 7.39; 14.16f., 26; 15.26; 16.7-14; 
20.22). 2 But neither St John nor any other NT writer regards the coming 
of Christ in the Holy Spirit's Swa/M? as his final parousia. The Age of 
the Spirit of Power will endure until what St John calls 'the last day' 
(John 6.39f., 54). The SiW/zei? of the historical Jesus, like the Spirit- 
empowered triumphs of the Church of Christ on earth, are, as it were, 
an eschatological anticipation or appafiuv of that day when Christ 
shall have abolished all (alien) apxy, cgovarla and Svvapis and will 
deliver up the fiaaiAfta to God, namely, the Father, who shall then be 
'all in all' (I Cor. 15.24, 28). This final consummation of all things is 
referred to quite simply by St Paul as 'the end' (efra TO rc'Aos, I Cor. 
15.24). All Svvafus will have returned to God, from whom it came. 

THE GLORY OF THE LORD 

'Glory' (Sofa) in the NT is an eschatological conception closely 
associated with jSaaiAaa and Swa/u? (e.g. Matt. 6.13, RV mg.; Mark 
13.26, etc.) and with mvpa (e.g. I Pet. 4.14). The word So'a is taken 
over from the LXX, where it is used to translate Heb. kabhod, which 

1 See further infra, 107-9. 

2 The words Bwafus, Swdfjxts, do not occur in the Gospel or Epp. of John, possibly 
because of their associations in pagan religion and Gnostic speculation; cf. Acts 8.10, 
where Simon Magus is popularly acclaimed 'that StWfu? of God which is called 
Great'. JiW/us is, however, frequent in Rev., esp. in the doxologies (4.11 ; 5.12; 7.12; 
etc.). 
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originally meant 'weight* and came to mean 'substance', 'wealth', 
'honour', 'reputation' (e.g. Ps. 49.16f.; Isa. 66.11f.); its significant use, 
however, is in the sense of the visible brightness of the divine presence, 
a sense found in the P traditions concerning the Law-giving and the 
Tabernacle (e.g. Ex. 16.10; 24.16; 40.34f.; cf. II Cor. 3.7). 1 This visible 
'glory' is also seen in prophetic visions (e.g. Isa. 6.3; Ezek. 8.4, etc.). 
After OT times the rabbis spoke of the glory or 'visible brightness of 
the presence' of God as the shekhmah (Heb. 'that which dwells', 'dwell- 
ing'); this word does not appear m the OT but is frequent in the Tar- 
gums as a periphrasis for 'God', like memra ('word') oryekara (another 
word for 'glory'). The kind of play on words that is beloved of the 
Semitic mind can be reproduced in biblical Greek by the rough asson- 
ance of the words shekhinah, ema/aa^w (to overshadow) and aKrjvtf (a 
tabernacle, tent) or aK^velv (to dwell in a tent, encamp). Thus, in the 
Transfiguration story the cloud (Mark 9.7; Luke 9.34; in Matt. 17.5, 
significantly, a bright cloud) represents the cloud which overshadowed 
the 'tent of meeting' when the glory of Yahweh filled the tabernacle 
(Ex. 40.34f.), and the same verb, cVia/aafeu/, is used. Peter's suggestion 
about making three wrjvai belongs to the same cycle of ideas (Mark 9.5 
and pars.). It is significant that m II Pet. 1.17 the Synoptists' 'voice out 
of the cloud' becomes 'a voice from the excellent glory', and Jesus is 
said to have received n^ and So' fa from the Father. 2 

This later Jewish conception of the shekhmah as God's visible, glorious 
presence dwelling in Israel doubtless influences the language and 
thought of the NT on the subject of Sofa at several points, e.g. Luke 
2.9; Acts 7.2, 55; 9.3; Rom. 9.4; Heb. 9.5. Striking use of it is made by 
the Fourth Evangelist. He records no scene of Transfiguration, as do 
the three Synoptists; he regards the whole of Christ's incarnate life as 
an embodiment of the Sofa of God, though the glory is revealed only 
to believing disciples and not unto 'the world' (John 2.11, etc.): the 
incarnation of the Logos necessarily involves the transfiguration of the 
human Jesus. The Christ of the Fourth Gospel is the locus, so to speak, 
of the tabernacling presence or So'f a of God ; cf . John 1.14, The word . . . 
tabernacled (laKrjvaxjcv) among us and we beheld his Sofa' (cf. Ex. 
40.34f.; Lev. 26.11f.; Ezek. 37.26-28; Rev. 21.3). 3 The whole NT 
regards the incarnate Lord as the first instalment, as it were, of the 
unveiling of the Sofa in the latter days (Isa. 60.3, 19; 66.10f., 18f.; 

1 In cl. Ok. Sda meant 'opinion' (cf. 'orthodoxy'), a meaning found in the bib. 
lit. only at IV Mace. 5.18, also 'appearance 1 (so at LXX Isa. 11 3, but quoted in 
John 7.24 as 'judge not according to ctyis'), hence 'reputation 1 , 'honour*, 'substance* 
(thus John 12.43, They loved the Soa of men more than the Sofa of God 1 ; also 
Rom. 2.7, 10). 

2 The Transfiguration story is treated at length infra, 181-5. 

3 Sec further infra, 163-5. 
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Hag. 2.7, 9). During his earthly life the Sofa was indeed present, but 
eschatologically ; it was veiled from men without faith (II Cor. 3.7-4.6). 
The incarnate Lord must enter into his Sofa by suffering and death 
(Luke 24.26), as Jesus himself had with such difficulty taught his 
disciples (Mark 8.31; 9.12; 10.32-45, esp. v. 37; Luke 12.50, etc.). 
All four Gospels present the passion-story, not as a martyrdom, as 
if inviting us to pity the sad fate of a helpless victim, but rather as the 
story of a conqueror's triumphal progress: 'Weep not for me; weep 
rather for yourselves. . . .' (Luke 23.28); the gloria in excelsis sung by 
the angels at Christ's birth (Luke 2.14) is taken up by the chorus at the 
Triumphal Entry into Jerusalem (Luke 19.38). The Fourth Evangelist 
especially stresses that the hour of Christ's crucifixion is the 'hour' of 
his glorification (John 7.30; 12.16, 23, 27f.; 13.31f.; 17.1, 5): Christ 
goes to his cross like a king to his crowning. 'Worthy is the Lamb that 
hath been slain to receive. . . .' (Rev. 5.12). But it is only by the gift of 
faith that we may discern the divine presence and glory in the figure of 
the Crucified; unbelievers, blinded by the god of this age, do not see 
the glory of God shining in the face of Jesus Christ (II Cor. 4.4, 6) ; 
and as for the demonic rulers of this age, had they known who Jesus 
was, they would not have crucified the Lord of glory (I Cor. 2.8). 
Christ is the effulgence (aTravyaa/xa) of that Wisdom-glory of God, 
which was present at the first creation of all things (Heb. 1.3; Wisd. 
7.26) and which shall be revealed again in the latter days. In the mean- 
while his followers participate even now, as it were proleptically, in the 
glory that shall be hereafter, for Christ imparts it to them (John 17.10, 
23; Rom. 8.30); there is a growth in Sofa that is very like growth in 
holiness (sanctification) (II Cor. 3.18). This is due to the participation 
by Christians in the eschatological Spirit, the Spirit of glory (I Pet. 4.14; 
II Cor. 3.8, 18), through whose ministration they already know the 
Sofa that shall be revealed (Rom. 8.18). Those who have suffered and 
died with Christ, receiving his baptism of death and of Holy Spirit, are 
also glorified with Christ (Rom. 8.17, 30). 

A consequence of this glorification is that there is restored to man 
in the new creation the Sofa which according to the teaching of the 
rabbis Adam had lost at the Fall; for man had been created by God a 
little lower than the angels to be crowned with Sofa and ri/ii? (Ps. 8.6, 
LXX [EVV, 8.5]; cf. Heb. 2.7) the very S<5fa and npif which the 
disciples on the Mount of Transfiguration had seen Jesus receive from 
the Father (II Pet. 1.17). The Sofa which was originally a part of the 
natural endowment of Adam is possessed by the Last Adam and im- 
parted by him to his disciples; clearly St Paul is thinking of the restora- 
tion of man's lost So'f a through the work of the life-giving Spirit. The 
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reflection of the divine glory with which the face of Adam (man) once 
was radiant, God's CI/OOP (Gen. 1.26f.), is now visible again in Christ 
(II Cor. 4.4; Col. 1.15), and 'we all, with unveiled face reflecting as a 
mirror the So'f a of the Lord, are transformed into the same elicwv from 
Sofa to Sofa, even as from the Lord the Spirit (OTTO Kvplov irv^v^aroif 
(II Cor. 3.18). Foreordained to be conformed to the ciVoV of God's 
Son (Rom. 8.29), Christians must bear the heavenly eiVojv (I Cor. 15.49), 
for in the new creation of the latter days the lost image of God is to be 
renewed. The mystery which is now made known even among the 
Gentiles is therefore this: 'Christ in you, the hope of Sofa' (Col. 1.27; 
cf. Eph. 1.18; 3.16). If we ask whether our transformation (/iera- 
popfavis, cf. II Cor. 3. 1 8) in Sofa is a physical or merely ethical process, 
the answer doubtless is that it is both: moral goodness (or holiness) 
has its numinous manifestation in So'fa. But the So'fa is veiled except 
at certain specific moments, as when Moses's face shone (Ex. 34.29-35; 
II Cor. 3.7), or at the Transfiguration of Jesus (Mark 9.2f. and pars.), 
or possibly on such rare occasions as when Stephen's face was as the 
face of an angel (Acts 6.15). The final and complete unveiling of the 
Sofa must await the parousia. Jesus himself had spoken of his coming 
'in the Sofa of his Father' (Mark 8.38), or of his 'coming in clouds with 
great SiW/us and Sofa' (Mark 13.26): he is using the traditional 
language of Jewish apocalyptic to express the ultimate truth about his 
own person and mission in relation to God's purpose for this world 
(cf. Dan. 7.13f.; Zech. 14.5f.; Matt. 24.30; 25.31; 26.64; John 1.51; 
Acts 1.11; I Thess. 4.16; Rev. 1.7, etc.). The parousia will be the 
revelation of Christ's Sofa (I Pet. 1.7; 4.13). 

THE LIGHT OF THE WORLD 

'Light' is one of those 'archetypal images' by means of which the 
universal religious consciousness of mankind in every age articulates 
itself; evidence is plentifully forthcoming from ancient Stonehenge to 
modern Japan. It is therefore not surprising that we should meet with 
the symbolism of light in the Bible, which speaks the language of 
humanity: if it tells of unique, divine events, it must do so in the 
universal speech of human religious aspiration everywhere. The divine 
word must be clothed in human words, since otherwise it would be 
unintelligible to us. Thus, light in the OT is a frequent metaphor for 
God's truth, holiness and goodness, and is conspicuous in the language 
of devotion (e.g. Pss. 4.6; 27.1; 36.9; 37.6; 43.3; 97.11; 112.4; 118.27; 
119.105, cf. Prov. 6.23). Profound truth is symbolized in the OT con- 
ception of God as the creator of light (Gen. 1.3; Ps. 74.16; Isa. 42.16; 
45.7) and as clothed in it (Ps. 104.2). By a natural extension of the 
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metaphor darkness is conversely a symbol of evil, misfortune, judgment, 
ignorance, oppression and separation from God; Sheol is described as a 
place of darkness (e.g. Pss. 49.19; 88.12). (It should also be remembered 
that 'thick darkness' is a symbol of the mysterious and inaccessible 
character of the hidden God; e.g. Ex. 20.21 ; Deut. 4.11 ; II Sam. 22.10; 
I Kings 8.12; Pss. 18.9; 97.2. God's utter transcendence is portrayed by 
the fact that he is Lord of the darkness as well as of the light: Ps. 
139.12; Isa. 45.7.) 

It is not surprising that the NT also should make use of the metaphor 
of light, and we need hardly look to Persian influences for an explana- 
tion. A NT writer like St John may conceivably have had in mind the 
significance attributed to light in 'the higher paganism' of the Hellen- 
istic world, and it is possible that his language is chosen so as to appeal 
to the interested pagan; but at the deeper level St John's TO <fas TO 

aXriOivov owes nothing tO SUCh concepts as Philo's ^COTO? apxtrvirov. 1 

St John's thought, as we shall see, is biblical and eschatological, re- 
moved toto caelo from all religionsgeschichtliche generalizations; in any 
case the OT supplies a parallel to every Johannine use of <f>w$. As good 
missionaries, the NT teachers would doubtless adapt the half-seeing 
gropings of pagan religion into a means of communicating the final 
truth, as when in a later century the Catholic Church made use of the 
Roman celebration of Sollnvictus (25th December) as the yearly festival 
of the coming of the True Light into the world. But the NT is no mere 
republication of the truths of natural religion; it is not merely a step or 
two higher up the ladder of philosophical truth than Platonism, 
Stoicism and Gnosticism, even at their highest. Christ is not an expres- 
sion of truth: he is the truth. This is what is meant when the NT (more 
particularly St John) speaks of him as the light (John 1.9; 8.12; 9.5; 
12.35, 46; I John 2.8; cf. Luke 1.78f.; II Cor. 4.6; Eph. 5.14; Heb. 1.3), 
for truth, like light, is its own criterion and cannot be judged by any- 
thing beyond itself (Matt. 6.22f.; Luke 8.16; John 8.12-18). When the 
NT writers say that God is light (I John 1.5; cf. James 1.17; I Tim. 
6.16; Rev. 21.23), they are not affirming the Stoic-materialist concep- 
tion of light as divine. 'Light is God' is metaphysics: 'God is light' is 
metaphor; and if the view that God is light is 'the basic assumption of 
most gnostic systems and of the oriental religions which form their 
base', 2 it is none the less true that gnostic and oriental notions are not in 
the minds of the NT writers, who are occupied with biblical-eschat- 
ological concepts quite alien to non-historical religious systems. The 

1 Philo, de Somn. 1.75. Philo says that God is not only light, but is the archetype 
of every other light. See C. H. Dodd, 7FG, 203; C. K. Barrett, GSJ, 278. 

2 Barrett, GSJ, 211. 
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apostolic Church did not worship light as an emanation or even a 
manifestation of God; there is a world of difference between saying that 
Christ is a reflection of God 1 or a light from God and saying that light 
is an aspect of God; and this is, in a word, the difference between 
apostolic Christianity and 'the higher paganism'. The NT writers are 
declaring a gospel about Christ, not teaching a metaphysical religion 
about light. 

The fact is that the NT conception of light is basically eschatological, 
and it may perhaps best be summed up in the words of St John : The 
darkness is passing away, and the true light already shineth' (I John 
2.8; cf. Rom. 13.12). The later OT prophets had taught that the end 
should be like the beginning; the light which had been made on the 
first day of creation (Gen. 1.3) should shine forth in all its pristine 
splendour as the last things were fulfilled. The original of this apocalyp- 
tic conception would seem to be Zech. 14.6f. : 'm that day' there will be 
no more day-and-night, as we know them; it will be all one day, as 
Yahweh himself knows endless day: 'at evening time there shall be 
light'. Similar conceptions may be found in Isa. 24.23; 30.26; 58.8, 10; 
60.1-3. It is, however, in Isa. 60.19 that we find the clearest reference in 
the canonical Hebrew Scriptures to the archetypal light of the new 
creation m the latter days . as in the beginning, before the creation of the 
sun and moon, the light of the divine presence gives all the brightness 
that is required: 'The sun shall be no more thy light by day, neither for 
brightness shall the moon give light unto thee; but Yahweh shall be 
unto thee an everlasting light, and thy God thy glory.' The way in 
which this conception passed into later Judaism may be seen in II (4) 
Esd. 7.39-42: This is a day that hath neither sun nor moon nor stars . . . 
neither darkness nor evening nor morning . . . neither noon nor night 
nor dawn, neither shining nor brightness nor light, save only the 
splendour of the glory of the Most High' (nisi solummodo splendorem 
claritatis Altissimi perhaps, as it has been conjectured, dnavyaa^a 

86r)S vifticrrov). 

The NT sayings about light should be read against this background. 
The opening phases of the last divine act of history have begun with the 
coming of Jesus Christ and his Church : 'the darkness is passing away, 
and the true light already shineth' (I John 2.8). The true light (TO <f>a>s TO 
v, John 1.9) has already come into the world with the coming of 



1 Cf Heb. 1.3, oy iuv a7rauyaa/xa TTJS Sof^ff . . . avrov. The word dnavyaafia, a 

hapax legomenon in NT, does not occur in LXX translations from the canonical 
Heb. Scriptures, but is found in Wisd. 7.26, which Auct. Heb. is quoting; ao^io is 
there declared to be diravyaapa faros al&iov The quotation shews that Auct. Heb. 
accepts the identification of Christ with the pre-existent Wisdom of God, though he 
(like the Fourth Evangelist) never uses aofta. 
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Christ: he is the true light, i.e. the archetypal light of the first creation 
that lightens every mortal man (rrdvra foBpwnov Ipxopcvov ds rov 
Koapov, John 1.9); 1 and for a little while (piKpov xP ovov > John 12.35) 
the light was in the world (cf. Johp 9.5, 'When I am in the world, I am 
the light of the world'), shining in the darkness, which could neither 
extinguish nor understand it (John 1.5). 2 The incarnation of the Word 
was the initial stage of the realization of the divine plan, which will 
shortly culminate in the dawning of the day of light. St Paul teaches the 
same doctrine: God, who originally said 'Let there be light', has now 
shone in our hearts to give the illumination (<amafid?) of the knowledge 
of the Soa of God in the face of Jesus Christ (II Cor. 4.6). The Christian 
Church, the eschatological community of the last days, consists of 
those who have been called out of darkness into God's marvellous 
light (I Pet. 2.9), having been delivered out of the power of darkness 
(Col. 1.13), and who already walk in the light of the End-time (Eph. 
5.8f.; cf. John 11.9; 12 35f.; I Thess. 5.4f.; I John 1.7). At their baptism 
they had cast away the works of darkness and put on the armour of 
light (Rom. 13.12) and had had 'the eyes of their heart enlightened' 
(Eph. 1.18). Having thus been made meet to be partakers with the 
saints m light (Col. 1.12), and being by faith already 'in the light' 
(I John 2 10), they look forward to the day of revelation, when the 
Lord will come and will bring to light the hidden things of darkness 
(I Cor. 4.5). Their appointed task until that day is one of eschatological 
witness, of bringing the nations into the light (Acts 13.47; 26.17f.). 
The eschatological reality of Christ as the 'light for revelation to the 
Gentiles' (Luke 2.32; cf. Isa. 42.6; 49.6; 52.10; 60.3) and as r6 <f>w$ 
rov KoafjLov (John 8.12; cf. 9.5; 11.9; 12.46) becomes a task laid upon 
the missionary Church: the new Israel must undertake the work which 
the old Israel had refused. 'The day' is at hand, and the evidences of the 
fulfilment of scriptural prophecy are even now before us, 'whereunto 
ye do well to take heed, as unto a lamp shining in a squalid place, until 
the day dawn and the daystar arise in your hearts' (II Pet. 1.19; cf. 
Mai. 4.2; Luke 1.78; Rev. 2.28; 22.16). 

Thus, the NT use of the metaphor of light is thoroughly Jewish and 
eschatological, and this is especially true of the Johanmne writings. 
The OT had taught that God's word is light or gives light (Ps. 119.105; 
cf. Gen. 1.3), and the rabbis had identified Torah with light (basing 
themselves on Prov. 6.23, 'The commandment is a lamp and the Torah 
is light'; cf. Test. Levi 14.4). Not Torah, says St John, is the world's 

1 See Dodd, IFG, 204n. 

2 The verb icoTaAaftj3owv (m John 1.5, i) oKoria auro ov Kar^Aa/fey), meaning 'to 
seize', includes the meanings c to overcome* and 'to understand'; both meanings are 
intended here. See Barrett, GSJ, 132. 



The Living Water 71 

light, as the rabbis claimed, but Christ, for he is the Aoyo?-cjo<ia of 
God (and cf. Heb. 1.3; Wisd. 7.26). The true light, the creation-light 
and end-light, is already shining: the bright, the morning star, the herald 
of the dawning day of the Lord, has already been seen in the coming of 
Jesus (cf. Rev. 22.16). The Scriptures of the prophets concerning the 
last days are being fulfilled: the sun of righteousness has arisen with 
healing in his wings (Mai. 4.2). The seer in his vision sees that the last 
things are like the first, and the new creation is suffused with the arche- 
typal light of God's presence: The city hath no need of the sun, 
neither of the moon, to shine upon it; for the glory of God did lighten 
it, and the lamp thereof is the Lamb' (Rev. 21.23); and again, There 
shall be no more night; and they need no light of lamp, neither light of 
sun, for the Lord God shall give them light' (Rev. 22.5). The universal 
plan of God is accomplished, and the nations walk in the paradisal 
light (Rev. 21.24). 

THE LIFE OF THE AGE TO COME 

In the Bible God is the sole source of life; as contrasted with the 
dead and impotent gods of heathendom he is 'the living God' (e.g. 
Deut. 5.26; I Sam. 17.26, 36; Pss. 42.2; 84.2, etc.; cf. Matt. 16.16; 
26.63, etc. the phrase occurs some fourteen times in NT). He is the 
fountain of life (Ps. 36.9), and the metaphor of a 'living well' or 'living 
waters' (Jer. 2.13; 17.13; John 4.10) is one that springs readily to mind 
in a hot, dry climate (Cant. 4.15; Ps. 42.1f.). In later Judaism the con- 
ception of 'life' had acquired a markedly eschatological character as a 
quality of the Age to Come, and in the later writings of the OT we find 
the picture of the healing river, or living waters, which will flow out 
from Jerusalem in the Messianic Age (Ezek. 47.1-12; Zech. 14.8; 
Joel 3.18; cf. Isa. 12.3; 33.21), bringing life to the world. St John, in 
whose writings Jewish eschatology is adapted to Christian ends with 
consummate skill, fastens on the idea and represents Christ as the ful- 
filment of the promise of 'living waters' (John 4.10) in the latter days: 
The water that I shall give him shall become in him a well of water 
springing up unto the life of the (new) Age' (John 4.14). The rabbis 
claimed that the Torah, or the Scriptures which contained it, were the 
channel of life; 'Ye search the Scriptures, because ye think that in them 
ye have wf) awowo?' (John 5.39); The Torah is great, because it gives 
to those that practise it life in this age and in the Age to Come' (Pirqe 
Aboth 6.7). But life is in the Word (John 1.4), made flesh in Christ, not 
in Scripture, not in Torah the superabundant life of God, the life of 
the Age to Come (fafj atowo?), brought to us by Christ, who is a; 
(John 3.16; 10.10; 20.31), and whose life is the life of God: 'As the 
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Father hath life in himself, even so gave he to the Son also to have life 
in himself (John 5.26). He is the bread of life (John 6.48): 'if any man 
eat of this bread, he shall live '? rov auova* (6.51). He is the life-giver, 
giving resurrection-life to the dead (5.21 ; 6.33; 1 1.25f.), who is identified 
with the quickening Spirit (John 6.63; cf. I Cor. 15.22, 45; II Cor. 3.6; 
Rom. 8.2, 1 1 ; Gal. 3.21 ; I Pet. 3.18). 1 In Christ the scriptural prophecies 
of the healing rivers of living waters are fulfilled: 'Jesus stood and cried, 
saying, If any man thirst, let him come unto me and drink. He that 
believeth on me, as the Scripture hath said, out of his belly shall flow 
rivers of living water. But this he spake of the Spirit, which they that 
believed on him were to receive' (John 7.37-39). These cryptic words 
mean that out of the Church, the new Jerusalem, the Spirit-filled body of 
believers in Christ, the healing rivers of living waters flow. So, too, in the 
seer's vision in Rev. 22. If., when all is fulfilled in the new Jerusalem, 
a river of water of life, bright as crystal, flows out of the throne of God 
and out of the Lamb, in the midst of the street of the heavenly city. 
The tree of life stands again, as once it stood by the river which flowed 
through Eden (Gen. 2.9f.), beside the paradisal river, bearing its twelve 
fruits and its leaves 'for the healing of the nations', as Ezekiel also had 
long before seen it in his vision (Ezek. 47.12; cf. also Rev. 2.7; 22.14, 
19). Man, who was excluded from the divine source of life by reason of 
his sin (Gen. 3.24, the flaming sword that kept the way of the tree of 
life), is now, through the action of the life-giving Spirit (of) Christ, 
restored to that archetypal state of fellowship with the living God for 
which he was first created and now is created anew. 

Thus, the conception of life, which the NT takes over from later 
Judaism, is thoroughly eschatological. The Spirit of God will breathe 
life into the new creation of the latter days, as he did at the first creation 
(Gen. 2,7; cf. Ps. 104.29f ; Job 33.4); cf. Ezek. 37.9f. and esp. v. 14: 
'I will put my Spirit in you and ye shall live.' Pharisaic Judaism 
understood the outpouring of the Spirit of life in the latter days to 
imply a resurrection of the dead, as in John 5.29: 'those that have done 
good unto the resurrection of life (els dvdaramv a>fjs), and those who 
have practised evil things unto the resurrection of judgment.' This 
conception of a general resurrection makes its first definite appearance 

1 We shall see in Chapter 5 that the NT does not carefully distinguish between 
the Risen Christ and the Holy Spmt (infra 121). It is a firm tenet of biblical religion 
that only God can give life to the dead, and whether Christ or the Spmt is described 
as o CwoTTouSi/ hardly matters, since in any case the work is that of God himself. 
In John 5.21, Rom. 4.17, Heb. 11.19, etc , it is God who gives life to the dead; in 
John 5.21 (cf. 6 33, 51, etc.), I Cor 15.22, 45, Christ is the life-giver; and in John 

6.63 (TO Trvefyia mv TO CWOTTOIOW), Rom. 8.2, lOf , II Cor. 3.6 (TO m/efyia a>07roit) 

the Spirit is the life-giver. The one thing which NT Christianity denies is the claim 
of rabbinic Judaism (e.g. John 5.39) that Torah is the life-giver: VO'/AOS o f 
faoirotTjoai (Gal. 3.21). 
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in Jewish literature in Dan. 12.2: 'Many of them that sleep in the dust 
of the earth shall awake (avaarrjvovTcu), some to eo^ aWvios, and some 
to shame and everlasting contempt (alaxvvy alamos). 9 This is the only 
occurrence of the expression far) aiwwos in Greek translations of the 
OT, but it gives us a reliable indication of what Greek-speaking Jews 
meant by it. The phrase is entirely Jewish: it occurs once in Philo (de 
Fuga 78) but is not found in pagan religious and philosophical writers 
until long after the NT period. 1 It is perhaps worth noting that the 
writer to the Hebrews, who is often thought to have come under 
Alexandrian and Platonic influences more than any other NT author, 
never uses 0*17 alwnos (the nearest he comes to it is in 7.16, Swagus 
fays aKaraXvrov). It would therefore be clearly improper to read 
Platonic notions about eternity into the phrase: atwvtos in this context 
cannot mean 'eternal* in the Platonic sense of being outside time, in 
the way in which the truths of geometry are strictly timeless. It is doubt- 
ful whether any of the biblical writers conceived even of God himself as 
being outside time in this sense. 2 The Fourth Evangelist is the NT 
writer who is most commonly interpreted in a Platonic manner; but 
whether he intended his frequent use of fay or 0^7 alwvios to be 
understood in this way by the Hellenistic intelligentsia (for whom it is 
suggested that he wrote) is highly dubious. First, there is no difference 
at all between his use of the words and that of other NT writers, such 
as St Mark; and there is nothing which cannot be more simply ex- 
plained in a Hebraic rather than in a Greek way. Secondly, the essential 
continuity of his meaning, despite all differences of expression, with 
that of the Apocalypse of St John should suggest caution in this 
matter. And thirdly, he himself explicitly tells us that to have fay 
alwvios means to be raised up by Christ at the last day (John 6.40, 54), 
an idea which he takes very seriously indeed (John 6.39f., 44, 54; 1 1.24; 
12.48), but one which would have little attraction for Greek philo- 
sophers, if we may judge by the evidence of Acts 17.31f. 

The fact is that in the NT fay, or more fully <*>y aWnoy, is an 
eschatological conception; it is one of the characteristic marks of the 
Age to Come, like glory, light, etc. In the contemporary rabbinic con- 
ception, the Age to Come (cf. Mark 10.30, 6 cpxopcvos aWv; Heb. 6.5, 
o /xe'AAeov ala)v), as distinct from this age (6 vw alatv or 6 alwv o&ros), was 
to be characterized by fay, that is, fay afcwos-, the life of the (coming) 
aiwv. Thus, what appears in EVV as 'eternal life' or 'life everlasting' 
really means 'the life of the Age to Come'. The phrase fay alwvios need 

1 So C. H. Dodd, 1FG, 146. 

2 See O. Cullmann, Christ and Time, ET, 1951 , also John Marsh, The Fulness of 
Time (1952) and art. Time' in TWBB. 
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not necessarily imply ever-lasting life (e.g. Enoch 10.10), but the usual 
meaning is life after death indefinitely prolonged in the World to 
Come (Dan. 12.2; Test. Asher 5.2; Ps. Sol. 3.16; II (4) Esd. 7.12f.; 
8.52-54). Throughout the NT o^ aWwos means 'the life of the World 
to Come'. It is synonymous with 17 /feo-tAei'a rov Ocov. Thus, in the dis- 
cussion about conditions of entry into the reign of God, the Rich 
Man in Mark 10.17 asks, 'Good Master, what shall I do that I may 
inherit oj^ alwmosT Or again, if we examine the parallelism of Mark 
9. 43-47, we shall see that to enter into 0*77 and to enter into the 
jSocriAeia rov Geov are one and the same thing. The Fourth Evangelist 
prefers wr\ or wrj aia>vios (there is no difference of meaning between 
the two forms) to 17 /feaiAcia rov 8cov 9 which is found only in the 
Nicodemus conversation (John 3.3 and 5). We may compare 3.3, 
'Except a man be born again, he cannot see the /HamXeta rov Oeov', 
which is explained in 3.5 as meaning 'he cannot enter the /faaiAci'a rov 
v\ with 3.36: 'He that believeth on the Son of Man hath fro?) 
s, but he that obeyeth not the Son shall not see <*>rf 9 i.e. enter 
into the life of the Age to Come. Both St Mark and St John contrast 
'this age' with the life of the Age to Come in exactly the same way: 
in Mark 10.30 Jesus says that those who have left all and followed him 
shall 'receive a hundredfold vvv cV rw Kaipw rovrw houses and brethren . . . 
and v rw alwvi rw cpxofjLtvw wrjv awoviov'; in John 12.25 we find a 
characteristically Johannine rendering of a Synoptic saying (cf. Matt. 
10.39; 16.25; Mark 8.35; Luke 9.24; 17.33): 'He that hateth his soul 
(<l*vxrj) ev rw Koapw rovrw shall keep it ds wf}v cuomoi/.' There seems to 
be little difference amongst the Evangelists in their understanding of 
the matter. St Matthew generally prefers far] (without the adjective), 
as at 7.14: 'Straitened the way that leadeth unto fatf (but cf. Matt. 
19.29: Mark 10.30). At Matt. 25.46 we find fay aiwvios contrasted with 
KoXaais alwvios; but if we reflect that alwvios in this context probably 
does not mean 'everlasting', we shall be spared the moral anxieties 
raised by the translations, 'eternal punishment' (RV) or 'everlasting 
punishment' (AV). The real issue concerns the character of the punish- 
ment as that of the order of the Age to Come as contrasted with any 
earthly penalties. 

The tension between the 'now' and the 'not yet', which characterizes 
NT eschatology, is particularly evident in respect of 0*77. As the writer 
of I Tim. says, Christian piety holds the promise of life now as well as 
in the Age to Come (4.8). Even now Christians, through their posses- 
sion of the earnest of the Spirit, are already living in the Age to Come, 
i.e. they possess wi} here and now ; but their possession of it is 'hidden', 
like all the eschatological realities. 'For ye died (in your baptism in 
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which you received the Spirit of life), and your (gift of new) fatf is hid 
with Christ in God' (Col. 3.3). Thus, the Christian life implies bearing 
in our bodies the putting-to-death of Jesus, in order that y fay rov 
'lyaov may be manifested in our mortal flesh (II Cor. 4.10f.). Both in 
the sacraments and in daily sacrificial living Christians lay hold on 
y ab&nos fay, or y ovrws fay (I Tim. 6.12, 19). But they know that they 
have not won it or earned it for themselves; it is the free gift of God 
(Rom. 6.23), the gift of Christ which is contrasted with Adam's legacy 
of death (Rom. 5.17, 21 ; I Cor. 15.22). In the new creation of the latter 
days, to which Christians already by faith belong, they have put away 
the old man the Adam in us all, alienating us from the fay of God 
and have put on (in their baptism) the 'new man' (Eph. 4.18-23; cf. 
Acts 11.18), and even now they live the life of the Spirit, manifesting 
the Spirit's fruit, knowing that 'he that soweth unto the Spirit shall of 
the Spirit reap fay aWwo?' (Gal. 6.8; cf. James 3.17f.). By the eschat- 
ological quality of love in the Church Christians know that they have 
already passed from death to fay (I John 3.14). They look forward to 
the manifestation of their hidden fay at the parousia: 'when Christ our 
fay shall be manifested, then shall ye also with him be manifested in 
glory' (Col. 3.4). Christians are 'co-heirs of the grace of fay (I Pet. 3.7; 
cf . Titus 3.7) ; they will receive the crown of fay (James 1.12; Rev. 2.10); 
and their names are written in the book of fay (Rev. 3.5; 17.8; 20.12, 
15; 21.27; cf. Ex. 32.32f.). 

THE WRATH OF GOD 

The conception of the opyy or wrath of God in the NT is eschat- 
ological in the same sense as are the conceptions of (e.g.) jBaaiAcia, 
Sofa and fay; that is to say, they refer properly to the End-time, but, 
since the opening scenes of the last act of the drama of world history 
are now being staged, their preliminary manifestations are already 
apparent to the eyes of faith. The OT had long ago demythologized the 
notion of a god or gods whose anger was manifested in thunderstorms 
and other natural phenomena, and had reached a conception of the 
wrath of Yahweh closely related to the idea of the Covenant. God's 
wrath is visited upon Israelites who had violated the Covenant (e.g. 
Lev. 10.6; Num. 16.46; 25.3; I Chron. 27.24; Ps. 78.31, 49, 59, etc.) 
and upon the Gentiles who afflicted the covenant-people (e.g. Ps. 79.6f. ; 
Jer. 50. 11-18; Ezek. 38.18f.). As time went by and God's judgment 
upon Israel's oppressors seemed to be indefinitely delayed, the awaited 
infliction of the divine wrath was gradually focussed upon the Day of 
the Lord, the Day of Judgment (Isa. 2.10-22; Jer. 30.7f.; Joel 3.12-17; 
Obad. 8-11 ; Zeph. 3.8). By the time of our Lord the rabbis could use 
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the expression 'the wrath' as a synonym for the last judgment of the 
Gentiles and of apostate Jews (cf. II (4) Esd. 7.36f., 'the furnace of 
Gehenna'). 1 And John the Baptist, reviving the old prophetic teaching 
that it was Israel rather than the Gentiles who had reason to fear the 
Day of the Lord (cf. Amos 3.2; 5.18; Joel 2. If.), scornfully asks, 'Who 
warned you to flee from the wrath to come?' (Matt. 3.7=Luke 3.7). 
In the NT opy/i is essentially opy^ ^XXovaa or opyri cpxonevr) (I Thess. 
1.10), but its hidden workings are already present and active in the 
world. In this sense it is entirely true to say that the NT conception of 
opyri is thoroughly eschatological. 2 

It is St Paul who in Romans gives us the most careful and considered 
teaching on the subject of the divine wrath. As a good Jew he thoroughly 
understands the consistent OT doctrine that God's wrath is an inevit- 
able consequence of his righteousness. The coming of Christ did not 
mean that God was no longer a God of wrath; on the contrary, it 
clearly revealed God's wrath against all human ungodliness and un- 
righteousness (Rom. 1.18). Because of the universality of sin, the whole 
race of mankind is the object of God's wrath (Rom. 3.9-18); unre- 
deemed mankind are by nature (<uaci) 'children of wrath' (Eph. 2.3; 
cf. 5.6). The Gentiles are without excuse, because they ought to have 
known and obeyed God's moral law, but have become utterly cor- 
rupted (Rom. 1.18-32); the Jews likewise are without excuse, because 
they are condemned by the very Law of which they boast (Rom. 2). 
The Law cannot avert wrath; on the contrary the Law engenders wrath 
(Rom. 4.15). Every man through the hardness of his heart treasures up 
for himself 'wrath in the day of wrath and revelation of the righteous 
judgment (Sifcatofc/ucn'a) of God' and there is no distinction between 
Jew and non-Jew (Rom. 2.8f.). In Paul, as in the NT generally, though 
the expression 17 opyy is used absolutely, it always means 'the wrath of 
God 9 and not a kind of impersonal 'inevitable process of cause and 
effect in a moral universe'; 8 we can rationalize the idea in that way, 
if we like, but it would be a mistake to suppose that the NT writers did 
so. 4 Nor is it possible to find a distinction between Paul (or the NT 
writers generally) and Jesus in this matter. 6 It is true that the actual 
word opyri is placed in the mouth of Jesus only in Luke 21.23 (but not 

^track-Bill.,!, 115f. 

2 Sanday and Headlam, Romans (ICC). 1895. Rom. 1.18, ad loc.\ G. Stahlin, 
TWNT, V, 430f. 

3 C. H. Dodd, Romans (The Moffatt New Testament Commentary), 1932, 23. 

4 However, since this chapter was written, there has appeared the fine study of 
this subject by A. T. Hanson, The Wrath of the Lamb (1957), which strongly advo- 
cates the Impersonal* view. On the other hand, C. K. Barrett in his recent Com- 
mentary on Romans (1957) says that 'it is doubtful whether this view can stand* 

*Dodd ibid. 
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in pars., Mark 13.19; Matt. 24.21, which have BXtyis), but he frequently 
speaks of the judgment which is to come, using the current apocalyptic 
figure of 17 Wpa K P l<j<s (Matt. 10.15; 11.22, 24; 12.36, 41f.) and the 
rabbinic expression, 1} *piW rrjs yecwrjs (Matt. 23.33). 

There can be no doubt at all that Jesus taught the dread reality of the 
last judgment (e.g. Matt. 5.21f.; Mark 9.43-48, etc.), however we may 
explain the meaning of his parabolic and pictorial language. He clearly 
regards himself as related to opyri and KpLvis as he is related to pacnXeia, 
0*77 or 8dfa. He is the bearer of the divine wrath, as when, for example, 
he is constrained to pronounce the doom of Jerusalem and the divine 
judgment upon Judaism, the barren fig-tree (Mark 11.14, 20; Luke 
13.34f.; 19.41-44; cf. Mark 12.9f.). He is the bringer of the 'woes' of 
the Messiah, because these things must be before the End can come 
(Mark 13.5-27). The Messiah must inevitably exercise God's judgment 
(Matt. 25.31f.; John 5.22, 30; 8.16; 9.39; Rom. 14.10; II Cor. 5.10; 
II Tim. 4.1, 8; I Pet. 4.5; Rev. 6.10; 19.11), and it is thus impossible to 
distinguish between God's wrath and the character and work of Jesus 
Messiah. God and Christ are one, even in judgment, as the NT and 
Catholic theology consistently affirm; only a certain kind of degenerate 
Protestant theology has attempted to contrast the wrath of God with 
the mercy of Christ. But it is only in Rev. 6.16 that the NT explicitly 
attributes dpyr? in the full eschatological sense to Christ; in his graphic 
vision of the 'woes' of the End the seer uses the terrible expression, 'the 
wrath of the Lamb'. 1 It must, however, be remembered that the NT 
teaches that in the miracle of the divine mercy it is Christ himself 
who is the actual bearer of the divine ofyyrj in another sense also : upon 
him the Messianic woes have fallen 2 and he has borne on behalf of 
mankind the full weight of the judgment of God, so that God remains 
righteous though he acquits sinners (Rom. 3.24-26). The cross of Christ 
is the visible, historical manifestation of the opyf) TOV deov: it is the 
supreme revelation of the wrath of God against all ungodliness and 
unrighteousness of men (Rom. 1.18; cf. II Cor. 5.21; Mark 15.34). 
The Johannine writer emphasizes this truth in his own distinctive way. 
In his visions of the End he sees those who had served the counter- 
kingdom of the Beast and worshipped his image as being given to 
drink of 'the cup of the wine of the anger of the wrath of God' (Rev. 
16.19; cf. 14.10); but in the vision of the Faithful and True, the Word 
of God, the King of kings and Lord of lords, who wears many diadems 
and rules the nations with a rod of iron, the seer notices that his 

1 St Mark did not hesitate to ascribe the human emotion of opfn to Jesus (3.5), 
and, though Matt, and Luke omit the expression, all four gospels represent Jesus as 
moved with righteous indignation at the hardness of men's hearts. 

2 See supra, 23. 
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garment is sprinkled with blood his own blood: 'and he treadeth the 
winepress of the wine of the wrath of God' (Rev. 19.11-16). The 
metaphor of the treading of the winepress ('the grapes of wrath') 
(cf. 14.20) is derived from Isa. 63.3, which depicts a conqueror trampling 
in his enemies' blood; the meaning of Rev. 19.15 is that Christ has 
conquered through his own blood, and the last reference in the NT 
to the divine opyj shews us the Christian picture of God as himself 
providing the means of the propitiation of his wrath (cf. I John 4.10). 
Though God's wrath will be fully revealed only in the 'last time' 
(Rom. 2.5), it is nevertheless at work here and now in the present age, 
accomplishing God's purpose. The 0/3777 works through the State to 
achieve this purpose (Rom. 13.4f.), and Caesar's power is one of the 
chief instruments of the divine wrath; the destructive fury of Rome and 
of the nations is one of the signal effects of the operation of the divine 
opyri as the end approaches (Rev. 11.18; 14.10; cf. Mark 13.7f.). More 
particularly the destruction of Jerusalem in A.D. 70 is regarded as a 
manifestation of the judgment of God upon faithless Jewry (Luke 
21.23f.), and Jerusalem is identified in the mind of the seer with 'the 
great city' now Babylon, now Sodom, now Jerusalem, now Rome 
which typifies lust, domination, sensual pleasure and self-pride and 
which is the special object of the wrath of God (Rev. 11.8; 14.8, 10; 
16.19; 17.1-18.24). Not only in the spectacular events of world history, 
however, is the judgment of God now being manifested. It is a process 
that is going on wherever the word of God is being proclaimed; men 
are judging themselves, as it were, according to their acceptance or 
rejection of the Gospel (Heb. 4.12f.). Evil-doers will hate the light, and 
they are judged already (John 3.18-20); to reject the preaching of 
Christ's name is to reject 0*77, which is the same thing as to incur the 
wrath of God (John 3.36). By our acceptance of Christ in this day of 
opportunity we anticipate the verdict of 'the last day' (John 3.18; 12.48). 
We still must await that verdict with fear and trembling (Rom. 2.6), not 
presuming upon the long-suffering goodness of God, putting our trust 
not in our own merits but in Jesus who delivers us from the wrath to 
come (I Thess. 1.10). Judgment is indeed in progress here and now, as 
St John affirms (John 3.18f.); St Paul points to an instance of the opyq 
coming upon certain Jews who had opposed the preaching of the 
Gospel to the Gentiles in Thessalonica (I Thess. 2.16). The divine 
judgment is mysteriously operative also in the sacraments of the 
Church; 1 the Church is the starting-place on earth of the divine 

1 See C. F. D. Moule, 'The Judgment Theme in the Sacraments' in The Back- 
ground of the New Testament and its Eschatology (ed. W. D. Davies and D. Daube), 
1956. 



'Now is the Judgment* 79 

judgment (I Pet. 4.17). The fact that the eschatological op-yq of God 
is thus operating is the result of the drawing nigh of the last things 
with the coming of Jesus Messiah; as St John puts it succinctly, 'vvv 
K/nW carl rov Koapov TOVTOV: now shall the prince of this world 
be cast out' (John 12.31; cf. 16.11). Judgment, like opyy of which 
it is the expression, is a future reality manifesting its power in the 
present. Christians must therefore humbly accept the evidences of the 
divine Kpiais at work in the world and amongst themselves (I Pet. 5.6), 
confident that God has not appointed them for opyr\ (I Thess. 5.9) 
and that in the final reckoning there is no condemnation (/carafcpt/xa) 
to them that are in Christ Jesus (Rom. 8.1). Or, as St John puts it, 
'Herein is love made perfect with us, that we may have boldness in the 
day of judgment' (I John 4.17). 

RIGHTEOUSNESS AND SALVATION 

If in the biblical view judgment is an inevitable consequence of God's 
righteousness, so also is salvation. Righteousness (Heb. zedheq, LXX 
usually SiKdioavvrj) is for the Hebrews the fundamental character of 
God, whereas in the Greek mind it is essentially a natural human virtue 
(cf. the 'justice' of Plato's Republic, which arises out of man's innate 
Sufaiomjvrj). 1 For the Hebrews righteousness did not consist in living in 
accordance with our higher nature, but in doing the will of God, made 
known to Israel in the Torah. God must do right because by definition 
whatever he wills is that which is right (cf. Gen. 18.25), and therefore 
also he must demand righteousness from his people. The SiWos, the 
righteous man, lives (i.e. prospers) by his faithfulness (to God's com- 
mandment) (Hab. 2.4). But even sinful and rebellious Israel shall be 
restored and saved because God is Sucato?. However faithless Israel 
may have been to her covenant and promise, God remains faithful; 
because he is righteous, he will not abandon his people but will find a 
way to blot out their iniquities and to justify them, so that they may 
stand in his presence as righteous. Thou hast wearied me with thine 
iniquities. I, even I, am he that blotteth out thy transgressions for mine 
own sake; and I will not remember thy sins. Put me in remembrance 
(of the Covenant); let us plead together: set thou forth the cause, that 
thou mayest be justified' (Isa. 43.24-26). It is 'for his own sake' (that is, 
because he cannot deny his own nature by breaking the Covenant) 
that God will justify Israel and his chosen servant Jacob, and he will 

1 Cf. G. Schrenk, TWNT, ET, Righteousness (Bible Key Words), 1951, p. 14, who 
refers to Rep. iv. 433c.ff. Though in Greek mythology Jfci? was a goddess (avenging 
Justice), SiKtuoowT? came to be regarded as a part of the natural order, like every 
other human virtue. The Greek Bible hardly uses S/*i?; it occurs three times in 
NT (Acts 28.4; II Thess. 1.9; Jude 7), the sense of avenging justice being present 
in each case. 
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pour his Spirit on Jacob's seed (Isa. 44.2f.; cf. Deut. 9.5; Ezek. 36.22, 
32). Thus, it is because God is righteous, not because of any righteous- 
ness of her own, that Israel may hope for salvation: Yahweh is 'a just 
God and a saviour' (Isa. 45.21). 

This association of righteousness and salvation is especially character- 
istic of Isa. 40-55. In the earlier strata of the OT salvation meant simply 
deliverance from national disaster and physical perils (e.g. Judg. 15.18; 
I Sam. 1 1 .9, 13, etc.). But the word came more and more to be specially 
appropriated for the great deliverance from Egypt at the Red Sea 
(Ex. 14.13; 15.2), and, by analogy with it, for the deliverance from 
Babylon and the return from the Exile (Isa. 45.17; 46.13; 52.10). As in 
ancient Hebrew mythology the original act of creation was regarded as 
a great divine act of salvation (cf. Ps. 74.12-14), so the salvation-act of 
the exodus from Egypt (or of the return of the exiles from Babylon) 
was likewise thought of as a great divine act of new creation (Isa. 43.15- 
19; Wisd. 19.6-8). 1 This grand conception of creation-salvation, as we 
find it especially in Deutero-Isaiah, develops an eschatological character, 
because the pattern of the exodus-deliverance (and of the deliverance 
from Babylon) is regarded as the type of the deliverance that will be 
effected by God in the latter days, when he brings in his new creation 
the new heavens and the new earth (cf. Isa. 65.17; 66 22) The 'day* 
on which this new creation takes place will be pre-eminently the day of 
salvation. In that day 'all flesh' shall come to worship before the Lord 
(Isa. 66.23). This OT scheme of a coming salvation, of which the 
original creation of the world (considered as an act of salvation from 
the Dragon) and the deliverance at the Red Sea are the types, supplies 
the framework of the NT scheme of salvation. The NT claims that the 
expected great act of salvation and new creation has already taken place 
in the death and resurrection of Jesus Christ and that its final consum- 
mation will be revealed at the parousia of Christ. In the meanwhile, 
between the first and the second comings of Christ, the Church is the 
eschatological community of salvation (ol <ra>6jjLvoi, those who are 
in the state of being saved, Acts 2.47; I Cor. 1.18; II Cor. 2.15; cf. I 
Cor. 15.2); it is even now by faith the new creation, eschatologically 
appearing in this present age, though its true character is known only 
to faith (II Cor. 5.17; Gal. 6.15). It is for this reason also that 'salvation' 
in the later OT and in the NT becomes synonymous with 'redemption'. 
God's act of deliverance from Egypt was referred to as his act of redeem- 
ing Israel, as one redeems a slave from his bondage; this would be the 
duty of the go' el (redeemer, next-of-kin) towards a man who had fallen 
into bondage. Of course, there is no suggestion here that God paid a 
1 See further on this subject infra, 203-7. 



Salvation as New Creation 81 

ransom-price to anyone for Israel's redemption ; the conception is only 
a vivid metaphorical way of emphasizing God's mighty act of salvation 
in history. The salvation of the new people of God by the Messiah is 
the chief theme of the NT, and the redemption metaphor naturally 
reappears in many forms, though again without any suggestion that a 
ransom-price has been paid to anyone. 1 

It may be said, then, that OT prophecy at its highest and best has 
enunciated a doctrine of salvation through the operation of the right- 
eousness of God, despite the sinfulness and utter unworthiness of 
Israel. It is, in fact, a doctrine of justification, not by works, but by the 
faithfulness of God alone. This means that, though Israel has proved 
faithless to her covenant promise, God cannot be faithless, and, because 
of his righteousness, will find a way of justifying sinful Israel. Such a 
high conception of God's salvation proved too lofty for later Judaism 
to sustain, and there developed the system of legalism which converted 
religion into a matter of keeping a balance-sheet, a statement of debits 
and credits in our dealings with the righteous God. In rabbinic Judaism 
a man was SiWo? (counted righteous) if his merits outweighed his 
transgressions; if he had tried hard, he could eke out his barely adequate 
merits by drawing upon the superfluity of merit piled up by Abraham, 
Isaac and Jacob and other heroes of Israel, especially the Maccabean 
martyrs. It was against this whole conception of 'the merits of the 
Fathers' that John the Baptist protested: Think not to say within 
yourselves, We have Abraham to our father' (Matt. 3.9; Luke 3.8). 
According to the rabbinic doctrine a man would be saved by his works; 
every act of charity, almsgiving and piety had its credit- value, and if the 
total of his good deeds exceeded that of his bad ones, he would be 
acquitted at the Last Judgment. The revival by Jesus of the whole 
Isaianic conception of salvation as the result not of man's righteousness 
but of the outgoing, saving righteousness of God, involved a complete 
break with the distinctive doctrines of Pharisaic Judaism and a conse- 
quent series of clashes with the Pharisees: the Pharisees' exalting of 'the 
precepts of men' had in fact been prophesied by Isaiah himself (Mark 
7.6f., quoting Isa. 29.13). Instead of a doctrine of salvation by one's 
own merits and works, Jesus himself taught a doctrine of the justification 
of sinners by the outgoing righteousness of God. It is the theme of such 
parables as the Prodigal Son (Luke 15.11-32; note the Pharisaic doc- 
trine of merit upheld by the elder son, w. 25-30), the Pharisee and the 
Publican (Luke 18.9-14; note esp. SeSi/caico/xcVo?, v. 14); the Labourers 
in the Vineyard (Matt. 20.1-16), or the Great Supper (Luke 14.16-24). 
It is implicit in his conception of himself as the instrument of God's 
1 See further on redemption infra, 218-23. 
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salvation of penitent sinners: 4 I came not to call the righteous, but sin- 
ners 9 (Mark 2.17). It is demonstrated in his acts of healing (the Leper, 
Mark 1.40-45; the Paralytic, Mark 2.1-12, etc.) and in his relations with 
sinful men and women (Zacchaeus, Luke 19.1-10; the Sinner Woman, 
Luke 7.36-49). In his words and in his works Jesus proclaims himself 
to be the Servant-Messiah of whom Isaiah had prophesied, 'By his 
knowledge (i.e. obedience) shall my righteous servant justify many; 
and he shall bear their iniquities' (Isa. S3. II). 1 

It is St Paul, alone amongst the NT writers, who revives and develops 
the Isaianic concept of the divine righteousness, which works salvation, 
and who thus gives forceful expression to the teaching of Jesus himself 
about the justifying righteousness of God. Paul uses SucaioaAn) more 
often than all the rest of the NT writers together. The other NT writers 
take over the general LXX and Jewish usage, viz. SiKcuomhr) is conduct 
pleasing to God and in harmony with his will, although of course God's 
will is interpreted in the light of the teaching and work of Jesus (e.g. 
Matt. 5.6, 10, 20; 6.1, 33; Luke 1.75; Acts 10.35; 24.25; I Tim. 6.11; 
James 1.20; 3.18; I Pet. 3.14; I John 3.7, 10; Rev. 22.11). A writer like 
the Fourth Evangelist hardly uses the concept at all (only at John 16.8, 
10); but in I John 2.29 it is implied that SiKaioarvvrj is a quality of life 
conferred at baptism. It is Christ himself who is o SiWos (I John 2.1, 
29; Acts 3.14; 7.52; 22.14 perhaps a Messianic title). Outside the 
Paulines I Pet. 2.24 is almost unique in its association of the life of 
righteousness with the death of Christ, but (as Paul never does) this 
verse quotes Isa. 53 as applicable to Christ's passion. 

St Paul conceives of the Succuoowr) 6o, after the fashion of Deutero- 
Isaiah, as an outgoing, energizing StW/u? of God, comparable with 
(say) the divine ao<f>la or aycwny. The conception is thoroughly eschat- 
ological. The divine righteousness, which was to appear at the end of the 
age, has already been manifested in history. The judgment and salvation 
which that righteousness would accomplish in the latter days have 
already been achieved in the life, death and resurrection of Jesus Christ. 
By it those who believe and are baptized into Christ are 'justified' or 
accounted righteous by God. Thus, the prophecies of the old dispensa- 
tion are fulfilled. 'Yahweh hath made known his salvation; his right- 
eousness hath he openly shewed in the sight of the nations' (Ps. 98.2; 
cf. Pss. 24.5; 71.15f.). 'In Yahweh shall all the seed of Israel be justified, 
and shall glory' (Isa. 45.25). Thus saith Yahweh, Keep ye judgment 
and do righteousness: for my salvation is near to come, and my right- 
eousness to be revealed' (Isa. 56.1; cf. also 46.12f.; 51.5f.). Such pro- 
phecies as these are fulfilled for St Paul in the gospel of Jesus Christ, in 
1 See further on justification irtfra, 232-40. 
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which, he says, is revealed Sucaiocrwi? 0eo, though in this age it is 
known and communicated only by faith (e/c m'orecof els morw) (Rom. 
1.17; cf. Phil. 3.9); this gospel is Swa/us Seov els <ranrjpiav (Rom. 1.16). 
Righteousness and salvation have gone forth from God in the coming 
of Jesus Christ. 

For St Paul the righteousness of God (and therefore his salvation) 
are especially revealed in the death of Christ. In Rom. 3.25f. he says that 
God's purpose in setting forth Christ as expiating by his sacrificial death 
('blood') the sins of those who believe in him was to demonstrate his 
righteousness. It was necessary to demonstrate the divine righteousness 
at this present Kaipos in case wrong conclusions should be drawn from 
God's forbearance and passing over of sins in past ages. Thus God may 
now be seen to be StWos, the righteous God, who (in accordance with 
scriptural prophecy) justifies the remnant of faithful Israel, that is, 
those who have faith in Jesus. Because of his own righteousness God, 
who cannot go back on his covenant and promise, free'y justifies those 
who had broken the covenant and were utterly powerless to achieve 
righteousness and salvation for themselves. Thus, God has shewn forth 
his saving righteousness in the sacrificial death of Christ, and the sole 
requirement of those who would avail themselves of this salvation is 
that they should believe and be baptized in the faith of Jesus Messiah. 1 



1 LXX renders different Heb. words for 'save' by owfav, a verb found more than 
100 times in NT. In the Gospels it is used some 14 times in the sense of *make whole* 
at cures of the sick and the demon-possessed, and some 20 times in the technical 
theological sense (e.g. Matt. 1.21 ; 10.22; 19.25). The double meaning of 'save' and 
'heal* is essential in the healing miracles; compare Mark 5.34 or Luke 17.19 with 
Luke 7.50. The promised salvation has come (e.g. Luke 19.9; Acts 13.23); the Isaianic 
prophecies are fulfilled; the gospel is God's saving power (Rom. 1.16). The word 
aeuTTjpia (salvation) occurs 46 times in NT, the form TO acunj/uov four tunes (Luke 
2.30; 3.6; Acts 28.28; Eph. 6.17); the adj. aurrjpios only once (Tit. 2.11). Zeonfo 
(Saviour) appears in the Gospels only at Luke 1 .47, 2.1 1 and John 4.42; in Acts only 
at 5.31 and 13.23; in the Paulines only at Eph. 5.23 and Phil. 3.20; but no less than 
ten times in the Pastorals. Out of 24 NT occurrences eight refer to 'God our Saviour' 
(all except two in the Pastorals); the other instances relate to Christ. Isaianic influence 
is determinative of the NT use of 'save'. In LXX 'saviour* is aomjp (e.g. Isa. 45.15, 
21); 'redeemer' is Aurpomfr (see infra, 219), o Avrpovpcvo? (e.g. Isa, 41.14; 43.14; 
44.24), o puddle vo s (e g Isa. 44.6 , 48. 1 7) , cf. o pvd/uevos (Isa. 59 20 cited in Rom. 1 1 .26) 
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THE KINGDOM OF GOD 



THE phrase 'Kingdom of God' in EVV is not a good translation 
of 97 /facriAet'a TO Qeov, since /faonAei'a (like its Aramaic equival- 
ent malkuth) means strictly 'reign', 'sovereignty' 'kingship' 
rather than 'kingdom'. It is not so much a place over which God rules 
as God's reign itself. The Hebrews had been familiar with the concept 
of God as King, ever since the earliest teachers of prophetic religion 
had demythologized the ancient cultic notion of the king as god. 1 
The NT conception of 'the Kingdom of God' has in fact a very long 
history behind it, stretching far back into the earliest strata of primitive 
mythology. 2 Its more immediate antecedents, however, were in Jewish 
Messianic belief and apocalyptic imagery. It was a commonplace of 
Jewish religion that God was King of the whole earth; the problem 
which had to be explained was why, since he was King dejure, he did 
not succour his people and set himself up as King de facto. It came to be 
held by many that it was the wickedness of his own people which 
caused God to delay the active taking up of his reign over all the earth; 
the day, however, would come when, either directly or through a 
Messianic Prince, God would intervene upon the earth and set up his 
de facto reign. The apocalyptists, despairing of a salvation from within 
history, looked forward to the end of this world-age (alwv), when 
amidst spectacular irruptions of divine power God would establish his 
reign, bringing salvation to his elect and judgment to their oppressors. 
By the time of our Lord many devout Jews were earnestly 'looking for 
the consolation (Trapa/cAr??) of Israel' (Luke 2.25). Expectation was 
rife, but only the Zealots thought that God's reign could be hastened 
by political action. The Pharisees believed that the day of the Lord 
would dawn when the Law was perfectly obeyed by God's chosen people. 
Suddenly John the Baptist startled the country by his dramatic appear- 
ance in the role of the Elijah, the expected precursor of 'the great 

1 See Alan Richardson, Genesis I-XI, 32-4. 

2 See, e.g., A. Bentzen, King and Messiah, ET, 1955; S Mowmckel, He that 
Cometh, ET, 1956, Part I. 
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and terrible day of the LORD' (Mai. 3.1; 4.5f.; Matt. 11.14; Mark 
9.11-13; Luke 1.17), proclaiming that the Messianic judgment was 
about to begin (Matt. 3.10-12). The day of the Lord, or 'the great day' 
(Joel 2.11, 31; Zeph. 1.14; Jude 6; Rev. 6.17), or 'the day of wrath' 
(Zeph. 1.15, 18; 2.3; Rom. 2.5; Rev. 6.17) was near. Another way of 
saying the same thing was to declare that the reign of God was immin- 
ent, and this m fact is how St Matthew summarizes the proclamation 
of John: tfyyiKev 1} pamXcta rwv ovpav&v (Matt. 3.2). (It should be noted 
that the Matthaean 'Kingdom of heaven' is synonymous with 'Kingdom 
of God'; the phrase is a reverential avoidance of the use of the word 
'God'.) 'The day of Yahweh* in Jewish thought meant the day in which 
God would set up his de facto reign, the day of judgment for his adver- 
saries and of salvation for his people. John the Baptist revived the old 
prophetic insight that the day of the Lord would be a day of judgment 
not merely for the Gentiles but for the Jews themselves and for their 
religious leaders: therefore repent, and bring forth fruit worthy of 
repentance (Matt. 3.2, 8, 11). 

THE KINGDOM OF GOD IN THE TEACHING OF JESUS 

The Gospels represent Jesus as taking up the proclamation of the 
imminence of the reign of God as soon as the Baptist was silenced by 
Herod (Mark 1.14). He continues where John leaves off. The iccupo? is 
fulfilled: the reign of God is at hand' (Mark 1.15). He regards John as 
being in his very person a prophetic 'sign', a calendar-point marking 
the end of the Kaipos which is now fulfilled and heralding the advent 
of the reign of God, the dawning of the promised 'day of the Lord' 
(Matt. 11.13; Luke 16.16). Jesus is represented in the Gospels as teach- 
ing that the days of his own ministry were the days of the preaching of 
the reign of God (Luke 16.16), and that the reign of God thus pro- 
claimed would shortly come 'with power' (eV Swa'/tci) within the life- 
time of those who had actually listened to his preaching. Even now, in 
the days of his preaching, men could accept or reject God's reign; they 
could, as it were, anticipate for their own personal existence the day 
of the Lord; they could in an eschatological sense even now pass 
through judgment and find salvation. But the fact that the great deci- 
sion could be taken by those who heard Jesus proclaiming the drawing 
nigh of God's reign must not mislead us into supposing that the reign 
of God had already arrived in any other sense than that the preaching 
is an eschatological anticipation of it. In the light of recent discussion 
of such texts as Mark 1.15 (cf. Matt. 10.7; Luke 10.9) it would seem 
that we must conclude that rjyyiKcv y j8a<rtA'a rov Gcov must be trans- 
lated (with RV) 'the kingdom of God is at hand' and not (with C. H. 
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Dodd) 'the kingdom of God has come'. 1 Nor must we allow the Heb- 
raic manner of speaking of a future event in the past tense to mislead 
us into an interpretation of certain texts which would be at variance 
with the whole NT eschatological programme: ^0a<rev ty vfids y 
jSaaiAei'a rov 6*ov (Matt. 12.28=Luke 11.20; cf. Luke 10.18 and I 
Thess. 2.16) must mean in its context that the exorcisms wrought by 
Jesus are the signs of the coming victory of the Kingdom of God over 
the counter-kingdom of Satan. 

Two OT texts appear to be of the utmost significance for the con- 
ception of the reign of God as it appears in the teaching of Jesus and 
in the NT generally, viz. Ex. 19.6 and Dan. 7.22. The former occurs in 
the account of the covenant-making at Sinai, when Israel became a 
holy nation and a 'kingdom of priests' (LXX, ftaalXciov Updrcv^a, 
Aq. fiaaiXeia Uptwv, Symm., Th. flaunXcia Upels, Vulg. regnum sacerdo- 
tale). Jesus conceived of himself as establishing by his self-oblation a 
new covenant between God and a new Israel (Mark 14.24; I Cor. 1 1.25), 
i.e. as inaugurating a new priestly kingdom to fulfil the task which the 
old Israel had failed to accomplish. He thought of himself as the new 
Moses (cf. Deut. 18.15, 18) leading a new people of God by a greater 
redemption than that of the exodus from Egypt into the Promised 
Land of the Age to Come. The Gospels represent him not merely as 
proclaiming the reign of God but as actually setting up the community 
of the reign of God, the fellowship of the Messianic rule. In this reign 
those who were called were to be not merely passive subjects, ruled 
over; they were to be co-rulers in the Messianic reign which God had 
appointed to Jesus himself: 'I appoint unto you a jfturtAet'a, even as my 
Father appointed unto me ... and ye shall sit on thrones judging the 
twelve tribes of Israel' (Luke 22.29f.; cf. Matt. 19.28). But the reign of 
the elect was to be of an utterly different character from that of the 
kings and so-called 'benefactors' of the Gentiles, since in the divine 
realm royalty is measured in terms of service (Mark 10.42-45; Luke 
22.24-28); the apostolic Church had learnt from the Lord himself that 
it is through tribulations that we must enter into the kingly rule of 

God (Acts 14.22). The expression ciacXOtw els r^v flatnXeiav rov 9eoC 

means much more than to become a subject of God's Kingdom; it 
means to receive a share in God's Kingship, to be one of those ap- 
pointed to reign. Jesus himself speaks of 'the poor in spirit', i.e. the 

1 C. H. Dodd, The Parables of the Kingdom, 1935, 43f. For a convincing criticism 
of the theory of 'realized eschatology* in the Gospels, see R. H. Fuller, The Mission 
and Achievement of Jesus, 20-35. We would prefer to speak of 'an eschatology that 
is in process of realization* (J. Jercmias, The Parables of Jesus, ET 1954, 159; cf. 
Dodd, IFG, 447n., where Dodd speaks of 'the not altogether felicitous term "realized 
eschatology" '). 
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Christian hasidhim, as those to whom the heavenly Kingship belongs; 
they are the meek who, according to the prophecy of Ps. 37.11, shall 
inherit the earth. As the old Israel obtained the inheritance of the 
Promised Land, so the new Israel shall possess the earth as its inherit- 
ance. It may have been sayings of this kind which led later Christian 
apocalyptists to think in terms of a literal reign of the saints upon the 
earth, if this is the correct interpretation of Rev. 20.4-6. Whether or 
not Jesus himself thought in terms of a literal earthly reign, he is 
recorded as having spoken of his fellowship of disciples as the little 
flock to whom it was the Father's good pleasure to give the reign 
(Luke 12.32). 

This last citation brings us to the second of the OT passages which 
have powerfully affected the thought of Jesus and his followers upon 
the theme of the reign of God. In his vision Daniel saw the figure of 
one like unto a son of man who came with the clouds of heaven and to 
whom were given 'dominion and glory and a kingdom' (Dan. 7.13f.); 
this vision is subsequently explained by another in which, after 'the 
horn of the beast' had prevailed in war against the saints, 'judgment was 
given to the saints of the Most High; and the time came that the 
saints possessed the malkuth (/JaaiAcia)' (7.21 f.); the final triumph is 
recorded thus: 'And the kingdom and the dominion, and the greatness 
of the kingdoms under the whole heaven, shall be given to the people 
of the saints of the Most High . . .' (7.27). Jesus's 'little flock' of the 
disciples constitute the nucleus of 'the people of the saints of the Most 
High', Daniel's corporate Son-of-Man figure, to whom the jBaaiAei'a 
TOV &ov is to be given. The whole passage, as we shall see subsequently, 
has exercised a profound influence (humanly speaking) upon Jesus's 
understanding of his own mission and destiny. He conceives his task 
as that of setting up 'the people of the saints of the Most High', so that 
they may receive the /feaiAcia and the dominion whose advent he pro- 
claims. The greatness of the kingdoms under the whole heaven shall be 
given to the people of the saints of the Most High: the meek shall inherit 
the earth. Christ announces the imminent fulfilment of the expectation 
of the triumph of the righteous, to which Daniel's vision gives poignant 
expression (Matt. 5.5; cf. also Wisd. 3.8; Ecclus. 4.15). 

THE REIGN OF THE SAINTS 

Taught by our Lord himself, the NT writers develop a conception of 
the Church as 'the people of the saints' to whom God is giving his 
jSaaiAcia, which is even now evident in the operation of the outpoured 
Spirit of power. St Paul teaches that those who have received grace and 
righteousness (i.e. 'the saints') shall reign in 0117 (i.e. in the life of the 
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Age to Come) through Jesus Christ (Rom. 5.17). This reign of God in 
which Christians participate is, however, not only a future reality. 
Like all the eschatological realities of the NT it exhibits the tension of 
'even now' and 'not yet': so much at least may be inferred from Paul's 
rebuking of the self-sufficient pride of the Corinthians, who had not 
realized that the reign in which Christians share is a genuinely corporate 
activity and not the privilege of any 'holier-than-thou' sect within the 
total body of Christ (I Cor. 4.8). In dissuading the Corinthians from 
resorting to the secular courts for judgment in disputes between 
Christians Paul writes, 'Know ye not that the saints shall judge the 
world? . . . Know ye not that we shall judge angels?' (I Cor. 6.2f.). 
Daniel's vision is fulfilled; judgment is given to the saints of the Most 
High. Similarly the writer of I Peter sees the Church of Jesus Christ as 
the fulfilment of the promise made at Sinai that the people of God 
should be made a jSaa/Actov iepdrevna (I Pet. 2.9f.), a kingdom of priests 
unto God. The writer of the Apocalypse reaffirms that Christians have 
been made a jScunAcia, priests unto God (Rev. 1.6; 5.10; 20.6); he is 
emphatic that the saints reign upon the earth (5.10). As the old Israel, 
having been redeemed from Egypt, was made a nation subject only 
to its divine King, and to no earthly power, so the Church of Christ, 
the new Israel, redeemed from bondage to the hostile powers of this 
age, has become a nation under God as King (Xaos &eov, I Pet. 2.10), 
owing no other loyalty, whether to Caesar or to any of the rulers of this 
world-age. The idea of the royal status and priestly calling of the 
individual Christian was inherent in the baptismal ceremony by which 
he had been initiated into the Church; and if I Peter is (as many sup- 
pose) a kind of baptismal instruction, the thought must have been 
present explicitly to the writer's mind. For baptism was essentially 
an anointing in Holy Spirit, and anointing was the rite by which both 
kings and priests were traditionally consecrated in the old Israel; thus 
baptism is, as it were, both the 'coronation' of the saints at their entry 
into the kingly rule of God and their 'ordination' to the priestly ministry 
which was to be set up in the Messianic Age (cf. Isa. 61.6; 66.21). 

Let us try to summarize the biblical view of the history of the 
jSacrtAcia TOV o. At the first appearance in the Bible of the idea 
of a divine kingdom, God appoints Israel as his priestly ruler in 
relation to all the other nations, not in order that Israel should 
dominate the rest of the world in Gentile fashion, but that the nation 
over which God alone was King should serve the other nations as 
priest-king to bring them also into the obedience of Yahweh (Ex. 
19.4-6). Israel fails to carry out her divinely appointed task, to which 
her prophets recall her again and again. Finally, so impotent is Israel 
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among the nations, that the belief arises that God must give again the 
jSaatAcia to the faithful remnant of his people and that he will do so in 
the latter days (Dan. 7). John the Baptist arises and proclaims that the 
fSamXcia of God, thus foreshadowed and promised, is at hand, and 
Jesus shews the signs by which men of faith may discern the time of its 
arriving. He believes (Mark 9.1) that after his death the outpouring of 
the Holy Spirit will take place and then the jSaaiAci'a rov Oeov will have 
come 'with power' ; the fiamXcia is thus given as an eschatological reality 
to the saints. This is the fundamental conception of the Church in the 
NT. The Church is the Messianic community, the 'little flock', those to 
whom the divine pamXcla is covenanted; the 'power' of the Spirit is 
evidence of their true status as the elect, the saints of God, even though 
now in this age it is veiled. The true status of the elect will not be 
publicly manifested until the parousia of Christ at the end of the present 
age; but then the 'sons of God' will be revealed (Rom. 8.19; I Pet. 4.13). 
In that day Christ will be glorified in his saints (II Thess. 1.10), for he 
shall come with all his saints (I Thess. 3.13; cf. Deut. 33.2f.; II (4) Esd. 
6.3; Dan. 7.10; Mark 8.38; II Thess. 1.7; Jude 14). At the parousia 
Christ will visibly take up his reign over the nations (cf. Rom. 15.12; 
Isa. 11.10) which will be judged by him (Matt. 25.31f.; cf. Joel 
3 12), for all judgment is given to the Son of Man (John 5.22, 27; 
Dan. 7.13f., 22, 26), i e. the Messianic Lord surrounded by the court 
of his angels and his saints. At the parousia, i.e. the coming of Christ 
to judgment and to establish his jSaatAeta, there will take place the 
resurrection of the dead (Dan. 12.2; John 5.25-29; I Cor. 15.23; I Thess. 
4.13-17; Rev. 20.12f.), and the manifested reign of the saints will begin. 
St Paul does not tell us how long this reign of the saints upon the earth 
after the return of Christ will last; he mentions the resurrection of 
'those that are Christ's' at his parousia, and he continues immediately, 
Then cometh the End (clra TO re'Aos), when he shall deliver up the 
0a(7iAi'a to God, even the Father' (I Cor. 15.23f.); Christ shall be 
subjected to the Father, and God will be all in all (15.28). It would 
seem that Paul expects the handing over of the fiaoiXeia by Christ to 
the Father to take place almost immediately after the parousia, but he 
does not say so explicitly. 

The writer of the Apocalypse is more definite. He tells us (Rev. 
20.4-6) that there will be a 'first resurrection' consisting only of the 
martyrs who had been beheaded for their refusal to worship the 
Roman Emperor; they will live and reign with Christ for a thousand 
years. Not until the thousand years are ended does the resurrection of 
the rest of the dead take place. The martyrs who rise at the first resur- 
rection are the saints to whom judgment is given according to Daniel's 
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vision; they sit on thrones and exercise judgment. In them is fulfilled 
also the prophecy inherent in the call of Israel as a nation of priest- 
kings: 'they shall be priests of God and of Christ, and shall reign with 
him the thousand years' (20.6). One who has part (/icpo?, cf. John 13.8; 
Rev. 22.19; contrast 21.8) in the first resurrection is not merely blessed 
(cf. Rev. 1.3; 14.13; 16.15; 19.9; 22.7) but also ayio* worthy indeed 
of the title 'saint'; over such 'the second death' has no power (ifovaU) 
a 'second death' is, of course, implied in the idea of a general resurrec- 
tion (as at Dan. 12.2; cf. John 5.29, ct? avdaraaw Kpiacws): all those 
whose names are not found in the book of life are cast into 'the lake of 
fire', which is 'the second death' (20.14f.). (The &vr/>o? Bavaros, 
therefore, has nothing to do with 17 avdvraat,? y sparry and does not 
follow from it; it is a corollary of the idea of a general resurrection, 
not of that of a limited resurrection of the 'saints'.) The seer's vision 
seems to imply that after the parousia (though this word actually occurs 
in Job. lit. only at I John 2.28) the martyr-saints will reign over all those 
who are alive on the earth at the time, since the dead have not yet been 
raised for judgment; but it should be noted that Rev. 20.4-6 (the only 
NT passage concerning the Millennium with the possible exception of 
II Pet. 3.8) does not say that the thousand years' reign will be on the 
earth (but cf. 5.10 and 20.9). When the thousand years are completed, 
Satan is loosed for the final struggle, in which the devil is cast into the 
lake of fire and brimstone; and the general resurrection of the dead and 
the ensuing judgment begin (20.7-15). 

The Apocalyptist's picture of the reign of the saints is entirely in line 
with the current Jewish apocalyptic speculation of his time. The 
expectation of a reign of the saints was widespread but took different 
forms. In Daniel the rule of the saints is to be of everlasting duration 
(Dan. 2.44; 4.3, 34; 6.26; 7.14, 27; cf. Micah 4.7 and John 12.34). In the 
pseudepigraphic writings and amongst the rabbis very different periods 
of time were suggested for the duration of the rule of the saints from 
40 years (R. Aqiba) to 7,000 years. In II (4) Esd. 7.28f., the Messianic 
rejoicing at the revelation of 'my son (Jesus)' is to last 400 years, after 
which it is declared that 'my son Christ' will die and all living men with 
him. 1 We can but conjecture whence St John derives his 'thousand 
years'. It is probable that the figure is based upon Ps. 90.4: the parousia 
is to take place at 'the day of Jesus Christ' (Phil. 1.6; cf. I Cor. 1.8; 
Phil. 2.16), or 'the day of the Lord' (I Thess. 5.2; II Thess. 2.2), or more 
simply still, 'that day' or 'the day' (L Cor. 3.13; II Thess. 1.10; II Tim. 
1.12; 4.8; Heb. 10.25; II Pet. 1.19). This 'day' will be like one of the 

1 This passage (cf. Zech. 12.10) has no connection with a doctrine of a suffering 
Messiah along the lines of Isa. 53. See S. Mowinckel, He that Cometh, 290f., 410-15. 
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'days' of the creation (Gen. 1.1-2.4), about which the rabbis conjectured 
that each represented a thousand years on the reckoning of Ps. 90.4; 
indeed, the day of the Lord will be the day of the calling into being of 
the new creation, when he that sitteth on the throne shall say, 'Behold, 
I make all things new' (Rev. 21.5; cf. II Cor. 5.17). 1 

It is fitting that the last book of the Bible should concern itself with 
the question of the true /feaiAcia. The saints, elected by God to share his 
reign, were being persecuted even to death by Rome, the new Babylon 
(Rev. 16.19; 17.5; 18.10, 21; cf. I Pet. 5.13), the monstrous caricature 
of God's kingdom, with its false Dens et Dominus noster, Imperator, 
Divi Filius, whom the court poets worshipped as Prmceps principium, 
King of kings and Lord of lords, the guardian of the imperium aeternum. 2 
Against this show of overwhelming 'power and riches and wisdom and 
might and honour and glory and adulation' (Rev. 5.12), the seer presents 
his vision of the figure of the one who alone is worthy to sit upon the 
throne and receive the tribute of heaven and earth; and he sees the 
coming fulfilment of Daniel's prophecy that the /faatAcui rov Koapov 
shall become the kingdom of our Kurios, not of Kurios Kaisar, and he 
hears the voices of the heavenly rulers of the old and of the new Israel 
joining in the hymn: 'We give thee thanks, O Lord God, the Almighty 
. . . because thou hast taken thy great power and didst reign' (Rev. 11.15- 
17). In A.D. 91 Domitian's great bronze statue of the Equus Maximus 
was dedicated in Rome; St John sees the vision of another horseman, 
the rider on the white horse, Ao-yos Oeov, going forth conquering and 
to conquer (Rev. 6.2; 19.11-16, 19-21). Much misunderstanding has 
been caused during the Christian centuries by failure to appreciate the 
character of the poetic images in the visions of St John and by treating 
them as if they were literal predictions which form an almanac of future 
events. It is futile to ask such questions as whether the thousand-year 
reign of the saints will take place on the earth or in some future world; 
St John did not consider himself to be imparting information of this 
kind. He is asserting the coming victory of Christ and his saints, despite 
the apparent universal triumph of Satan's counter-kingdom and the 
empire-wide adoration of his ci/cwv, the Emperor, 'the image of the 
Beast', i.e. of Satan himself (Rev. 13.1-18, esp. v. 15; 14.9, 11; 15.2; 
16.2; 19.20; 20.4; cf. 13.1 with Dan. 7.3 and II (4) Esd. 11.1). In a series 
of great apocalyptic images St John discloses the truth of the fulfilment 
of God's purpose. As God in the beginning had created man to be lord 
of the creation and high-priest of nature (Gen. 1.26; 2.19f.; Ps. 8.4-8), 

1 That this kind of calculation is not foreign to the ancient church may be seen 
from Ep. Barnabas 15; cf. also II Pet 3.8, where it is just possible that 'the day of 
the Lord' may last for a thousand years in the light of v. 10. 

2 Cf. E. Stauffer, Christ and the Caesars (ET, 1955), esp. Chap. XI. 
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as he had by an act of re-creation at the exodus called and constituted a 
nation of kings and priests to be the servant of his great design (Ex. 
19.4-6); so through the work of Christ, the Lamb slain from the 
foundation of the world (Rev. 13.8; cf. John 17.24), this great divine 
purpose is being achieved even amidst the terrible events of the reigns 
of Nero and Domitian; and the final triumph is not in doubt. The New 
Jerusalem comes down from heaven, a kingdom of priests whose white 
robes are washed in the blood of the Lamb; and God's reign is for ever 
established through Christ and his saints. The new creation completes 
and fulfils the old. But it is only through suffering that the paxnXcta TOV 
Kvpiov yfjuov is established; the Lamb is slain, and the martyr-saints 
have followed the Lamb and are the first-fruits unto God (Rev. 14.4). 
The seer has learnt the lesson which Jesus taught both in word and in 
life, that true fiacnXcia is service, even costly self-sacrifice ; God's servants 
are priests, but they have no need of a temple (Rev. 21.22; cf. John 
4.23); they are kings, but this means that they are servants of him of 
whom alone it may be said, cut servire regnare est. 

'THE MYSTERY OF THE KINGDOM OF GOD' 
Jesus regarded the imminent reign of God as a mystery in the 
biblical sense of the term. That is to say, even though the news of 
the near approach of the reign of God were proclaimed throughout the 
land, it would still remain an incomprehensible mystery apart from 
personal faith in God's purpose of salvation. Jesus remarks that, 
although the crowds flock to hear him, the number of those who believe 
and understand is very small. There are few, he says, who find the 
narrow gate and strait way that lead to life (fo^), a synonym for 17 
fkunXcia TOV 0tov (Matt. 7.14; cf. Luke 13.23f.). In the Parable of the 
Sower (Mark 4.3-9 and pars.) much of the good seed of the preached 
word falls where birds devour it, drought parches it and thorns choke 
it; only a proportion of it brings forth fruit. 1 So it is with the preaching 
of the reign of God; yet just as the farmer, in spite of the inevitable 
failures, reaps a good harvest, so the harvest of the gospel-preaching at 
the consummation of the Age will be found to have yielded its thirty- 
fold, sixty-fold and hundred-fold. We need not be discouraged because 
only a minority responds. It is a 'little flock' to which the Father is 
pleased to give the fiaaiXcia (Luke 12.32). There is a 'mystery of elec- 
tion* implicit in the gospel-story; this man sees, but that one does not; 
to one is given faith, while from another the gift is withheld. And even 
as it is at the preaching of the Son of Man, so shall it be at his parousia : 

1 We shall continue to hold that in this parable 'the seed is the word of God* 
(Luke 8.11) in spite of Dodd, Parables of the Kingdom, 13ff, and Jeremias, The 
Parables of Jesus, 6 Iff. 
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'Then shall two men be in the field; one is taken and one is left; two 
women grinding at the mill; one is taken and one is left' (Matt. 24.40f.; 
cf. Luke 17.34f.). This mystery cannot be explained on rational lines; 
it will always remain a mystery why 'this one' sees the truth as it is in 
Christ while 'that one' no less intelligent, moral, 'decent' remains 
entirely unmoved by the gospel-preaching. 

It is the consideration of this mystery of election which leads Jesus 
himself to distinguish between those who are 'inside' and those who 
are 'outside', those to whom it is given to know the mystery of the 
reign of God and those to whom all things are done in riddles (Mark 
4.11f.; cf. Matt. 13.11-15; Luke 8.10). Since the days of Julicher 1 it has 
been fashionable to assume that Mark at this place has misunderstood 
the intention of Jesus in teaching by parables. Jesus taught in parables, 
it is said, not to prevent men from seeing ('that seeing they may see, 
and not perceive'), but in order to make them see; he told stories 
because this was the best way of making simple folk perceive religious 
truth. Of course, Jesus taught in parables for this reason, and Mark 
has no wish to deny it. Mark is concerned with a much more profound 
question the mystery of election, the mystery of the blind eyes and 
deaf ears; it is the same question as that of the hardening of Israel 
which St Paul discusses m Rom. 9-11. There is no reason to suppose 
that Mark is not in fact giving us a summary of the teaching of Jesus 
himself upon this matter. As we shall frequently have occasion to notice, 
Jesus thought of the figure of the Isaianic Servant as a prophecy of his 
own ministry, suffering and vindication. (We must constantly bear in 
mind that in the thinking of Jesus and his contemporaries the figure of 
the historical Isaiah and that of the Servant of our 'Deutero-Isaiah' 
are one and the same person prefiguring the Messiah who is to come.) 
As in the days of Isaiah, so shall it be now. Isaiah had seen the glory of 
God in the Temple at Jerusalem and had known the whole earth to be 
full of it (Isa. 6.1-4), but Israel remained utterly blind to the divine 
glory. In Isa. 6.9f. the mystery of the blind eyes is stated in a character- 
istically Hebrew poetic form a form in which a result is expressed, as 
here, by means of a command: 'Go and tell this people, Hear ye indeed, 
but understand not; and see ye indeed and perceive not. Make the 
heart of this people fat, and make their ears heavy, and shut their eyes; 
lest they see with their eyes, and hear with their ears, and understand 
with their heart, and turn again and be healed.' Israel's heart is gross, 
her ears heavy, her eyes shut, with the result that she cannot repent and 
be healed; but the Hebraic way of saying this is to use the final form 

1 A. Julicher, Die Gleichmsreden Jesu, Freiburg, 1899. See A. Nygren, Agape 
and Eros, ET by P. S. Watson, 1953, 81-91. 
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('lest'), thereby evincing a deeply religious awareness that in some sense 
the hardening of Israel's heart and the failure of her understanding is 
due to the sovereign will of God: her blindness, perhaps, is a punish- 
ment for her failure to obey God's righteous will. 1 'A sentence of 
judicial blindness 9 has been passed upon Israel. 2 

It would seem reasonable to suppose that Jesus found in the failure 
of Israel to respond to the preaching of the Servant-Prophet (Isaiah of 
Jerusalem) a precedent for the failure of Israel to respond to the preach- 
ing of the Servant-Messiah. As in Isaiah's day, when only a remnant 
'returned', so in his own time the majority saw but did not perceive, 
heard but did not understand. All things were indeed done, as far as 
they were concerned, 'in parables' (Mark 4.11). The deeply significant 
meaning of this word (ira.pa^o\rj) J like its Hebrew original (masha\\ 
Aramaic mathla), cannot be rendered by any English word, since it 
signifies not only 'parable' in our English sense of story-with-a-deeper- 
meaning but also 'riddle', 'dark saying', 'obscurity'. The whole life, 
death and resurrection of Christ are a 'parable' in the deep double 
meaning of the word: they enable those to whom the mystery is 'given' 
to understand the truth of God's salvation, but to those who are 
'outside' they are riddles and obscurities. So much is involved in Jesus's 
own conception of himself as a 'sign' to his generation. It seems by no 
means improbable that Jesus should have used the word 'parable' (in 
its Aramaic form) in a deliberately equivocal way, as Mark reports him 
as doing. It seems more than probable that he should have meditated 
deeply upon Isa. 6.9f., which Mark reports him as quoting in this con- 
text: 'Unto you (disciples) is given the mystery of the reign of God, 
but unto them that are without (rot? igw) all things are done cV 
irapajSoAcu?: that (Iva) seeing they may see, and not perceive, and hearing 
they may hear and not understand; lest haply (/IIJTTOTC) they should 
turn again and it should be forgiven them' (Mark 4.1 If.). Mark here 
quotes Isa. 6.9f. from a Palestinian Targum; as we have noted, in 
accordance with Semitic usage a command expresses a result, and the 
final construction (Iva) is used where we would use a consecutive, 
'with the result that'. Mark thinks in a Semitic way, and he does not 
in the least intend to suggest that Jesus taught in parables in order that 

1 An illustration of the use of a final construction when nothing more than a 
result is intended may be found in Ps. 51.4: the Psalmist does not mean that he 
committed evil m order to give God the opportunity of pronouncing just judgment, 
but that his transgressions result in the exercise of the righteous judgment of God. 
Cf. V. Taylor, The Gospel According to St Mark, 1952, 256: "The saying (Mark 4.12) 
is based on Isa. 6.9f. t which in the form of a command ironically describes what in 

fact would be the result of Isaiah's ministry: "Go, and tell this people " This use 

of a command to express a result is typically Semitic.' 

2 The quotation is from B. W. Bacon, Hastmgs's DCG, II, 213b. 
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his hearers should not understand. What Mark sees very clearly is that 
because the true character of Jesus as Messiah can be perceived only by 
the eyes of faith, all his words and works are riddles to those who 
stand outside the community of faith. It would not, of course, occur to 
St Mark that by his Semitic use of Iva he was creating grave difficulties 
for non-Semitic minds; but Matthew, who appreciates such linguistic 
differences, alters iva to 5, thus removing an adventitious stumbling- 
block, but losing in the process something of the deep Hebraic sense 
that in some mysterious way the closing of the blind eyes and the 
hardening of the heart do not occur apart from the will of God. 
Matthew quotes Isa. 6.9f. almost verbatim from the LXX and turns the 
whole matter into a straight fulfilment of OT prophecy: 'Unto them is 
fulfilled the prophecy of Isaiah . . .' (Matt. 13.14). 1 

THE MIRACLES OF THE KINGDOM OF GOD 

It has been traditional in Christian theology down the centuries 
to regard the miracles of Christ as proofs of his divine nature. It is 
anachronistic to read back such an attitude into the NT records. 
Miracles were everyday events in an age which knew nothing about the 
fixity of natural law, and every village had its wonder-worker. To cast 
out a demon or to work some other kind of miracle was no proof of 
divinity: one might be in league with Beelzebub or some other spirit 
(Mark 3.22). A good man, particularly a teacher of the Law, could 
reasonably be expected to have the power to heal and to cast out evil 
spirits (cf. Matt. 12.27). The Synoptists stress the fact that the mighty 
works performed by Jesus created astonishment amongst those who 
witnessed them and caused his fame to spread throughout the whole 
country (Mark 3.7-12, etc.); but, as St Mark points out, they were 
susceptible of more than one explanation (Mark 6.14-16). The first- 
century question was not whether Jesus could perform miracles but 
by what authority he performed them (Mark 11.28). To perceive the 
cgovaia behind the miracles of Christ was to penetrate the mystery of 
his person; to fail to perceive it was equivalent to hearing the parables 
only as enigmas, without understanding their meaning. The response 
which Jesus wanted from those who witnessed his mighty works was 

1 Luke retains the Iva but omits the ufaon clause; he abbreviates and compresses 
the passage to a single verse, and consequently his treatment of it is of little interest 
from our present viewpoint. Both Matthew and Luke alter Mark's singular 
pvarjpiov rijs jSaoiActaf to the plural, TO /iuonjpta T^S j8. (Indeed Matt. 13.11 and 
Luke 8.10 are a striking example of an agreement of Matt, and Luke against Mark.) 
Perhaps by the time Matt, and Luke were written 'the mystenes* had come to mean 
'the sacraments*, a usage common in the second century and onwards, and Matt, 
and Luke may have wished this meaning to be understood here. The Vulgate trans- 
lates pvorjpiov by sacramentum in Dan. 2.18; 4.6; Tob. 12.7; Wisd. 2.22; Eph. 1.9; 
3.3, 9; 5.32; I Tim. 3.16; Rev. 1.20; but here the word used is mysterium. 
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not astonishment, but repentance and faith: 'Woe unto thee, Chor- 
azin! . . . Bethsaida! for if the mighty works had been done in Tyre 
and Sidon which were done in you, they would have repented long ago 
in sackcloth and ashes' (Matt. 11.21; Luke 10.13). Jesus refused to 
work miracles with the object of dazzling people into accepting him or 
of compelling them to believe against their will (Matt. 4.1-11; Luke 
4.1-13). He refused to give a sign (i.e. to work a miracle) to the Pharisees 
when they tried to test (tempt) him (Mark S.llf.; Matt. 16.1-4; Luke 
11.16); men must read by faith the signs which are given to them; they 
must not demand signs of their own devising, 'that we may see and 
believe' (Mark 15.32). Christ was himself the true Sign from Heaven, 
and his miracles were signs (ay^ta) to those who recognized him; 
to those who were 'outside' the community of faith he was a stumbling- 
block and his miracles were only repara, 'wonders' which aroused 
astonishment and perhaps even admiration, but which were essentially 
inexplicable enigmas: rols cfo) V irapaftoXals ra iravra. 

We need therefore feel no surprise at the paradox that, while Jesus 
refused to give a sign to those who demanded one, he nevertheless 
regarded his miracles as signs which would be understood by those who 
had responded to the proclamation of the drawing nigh of the reign of 
God. We may roughly divide the Gospel miracles into three groups: 
the Isaianic signs, the exorcisms, and the more elaborately theological 
parable-miracles. These groups to some extent overlap, because an 
Isaianic-sign type of miracle may be elaborated into a profound theo- 
logical parable-miracle (e.g. the Blind Man of Bethsaida, Mark 8.22- 
26, the 'type' of St Peter in the following verses; or the Man Born 
Blind in John 9); exorcisms, too, are capable of considerable theological 
elaboration (e.g. Legion, Mark 5.1-20). It is, of course, the two former 
groups, the Isaianic signs and the exorcisms, which constitute the oldest 
and firmest strata in the Gospel tradition of the miraculous works of 
Jesus; and about both these types of miracle words of the Lord have 
been preserved in the oldest strata of the written Gospels. 

First, to John the Baptist's question, 'Art thou he that should come?' 
Jesus replies to the effect that John's messengers could see for themselves 
that the things prophesied concerning the days of the Messiah were 
being fulfilled: 'The blind receive their sight (rv<j>\ol avapXcTrowi), the 
lame walk, the lepers are cleansed, the deaf hear, the dead are raised 
up, and the poor have the good news preached to them' (Matt. 11.4f. 
Luke 7.22). The words are a rough conflation of two passages from 
Isaiah: Then the eyes of the blind shall be opened and the ears of the 
deaf shall be unstopped; then shall the lame man leap as an hart, and 
the tongue of the dumb shall sing' (Isa. 35.5f.); and The Spirit of the 
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Lord God is upon me, because the LORD hath anointed me to preach 
good tidings to the poor (LXX, -nrwxols)', he hath sent me to bind up 
the broken-hearted, to proclaim liberty (LXX, a^catv) to the captives, 
and the opening of the eyes (RV mg. ; LXX, ru^Aofr dvdpXeiftiv) to 
them that are bound; to proclaim the year of the LORD'S good pleasure 
(RV mg.) and the day of vengeance of our God. . . .' (Isa. 61. If.). Our 
Lord's words leave us in no possible doubt that he himself regarded 
his miracles as evidences or a^/icta of the dawning of the day of the 
Lord which had been predicted by Isaiah. His own relationship to that 
day or reign of God, now dawning, is made clear by his reading of Isa. 
61. If. in the synagogue at Nazareth (Luke 4.16-30) and declaring, 
Today this scripture is fulfilled in your ears' (4.21). Jesus had been 

anointed in Holy Spirit (m/ei^a Kvplov eV e/ze, ov eiW/cev xpurev fj. 

'he hath made me Christ') to proclaim the good news of the reign of 
God to the 'poor' (i.e. in biblical language the humble and devout) 
arid to demonstrate the arrival of God's reign by his SiW/zets especi- 
ally the enacted parable or a-q^lov of the opening of the eyes of the 
blind. It is worth noting that Luke (4.18) quotes the LXX version with 
its rvc/)\ols dvdpXcif/w ('recovering of sight to the blind', RV). The Isaianic 
prophecies specially stress the opening of the blind eyes, and in one very 
important passage this work is ascribed directly to the Servant of the 
Lord, with whom Jesus identified himself as Son of Man: 1 in Isa. 42.1-7 
(the first 'Servant Song', 42.1-4, with the following verses) it is said that 
the Servant of the Lord, his chosen in whom he delights, will be given 
for a covenant of the people and a light of the Gentiles, 'to open the 
blind eyes, to bring out the prisoners from the dungeon, and them that 
sit in darkness out of the prison house'. This is the passage (Isa. 42.1) 
which along with Ps. 2.7 is generally agreed to underlie the words 
heard by Jesus at his baptism (Mark 1 . 1 1) ; 2 we may therefore infer how 
deeply significant it was for Jesus as he reflected upon his mission. 
It is hardly surprising that the opening of the blind eyes plays such a 
prominent part amongst the recorded miracles of Jesus in the 
Gospels. Other Swa/zcts, however, play a similar role. For instance, 
in Isa. 32.3f. we read, 'The eyes of them that see shall not be dim 
(RV mg., 'closed'), and the ears of them that hear shall hearken; 
the heart of the rash shall understand knowledge, and the tongue of 
the stammerers (LXX, al yXwaaai al ^cAAt'f ovacu) shall be ready to speak 
plainly.' St Mark, who does not wish the significance of his story of 
the Deaf-Mute ('Ephphatha') to be missed, carefully describes the deaf 
man as /xoytAaAos- (RV, 'one that had an impediment m his speech') 
(Mark 7.32-37); the significance of his use of this particular word lies 
1 See infra, 135. 2 See infra t 179. 
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in its rarity: Isa. 35.6 and Mark 7.32 are in fact the only occurrences 
in LXX and NT. The exclamation of the bystanders, /caAcOs irdvra 

TrcTroiTjice (7.37), is reminiscent of Gen. 1.31, Trdvra oaa ^roil/ore, icaAd 

Atai/: Christ's work is the new creation, and it is very good. All 
Christ's healing miracles may be regarded as fulfilments of the Isaianic 
signs, but especially the healings of the blind and the deaf; Jesus him- 
self says to his disciples, 'Blessed are your eyes for they see, and your 
ears for they hear; for verily I say unto you that many prophets and 
righteous men (Luke, *kings') desired to see the things which ye see 
and saw them not, and to hear the things which ye hear and heard them 
not' (Matt. 13.16f.; Luke 10.23f.). The significance of Christ's miracles 
is not that they prove that he is a divine being, or that he has access to 
supernatural power; still less do they demonstrate the power of mind 
over matter or illustrate the wonderful possibilities of faith-healing. 
Their significance is precisely that they are the gesta Chnsti, ra cpya 
rov Xpiarov (Matt. 11.2), the acts of the Messiah, 'the works which 
none other did' (John 15.24). Because they are the fulfilments of OT 
prophecy, not because they are stupendous or astonishing, they bear 
witness to the fact that Christ is sent by the Father (John 5.36; cf. 9.4, 
10.37f.). Because they are the works of Christ, those who have witnessed 
them have already tasted the Swa^tis of the Age to Come (Heb. 6.5). 
The Synoptists record words of Jesus which indicate his attitude 
towards the second group of his SiW/nci?, namely, the exorcisms. These 
also he regards as evidences of the drawing nigh of the reign of God. 
He says to the Pharisees, 'If I by the Spirit (Luke 'finger') of God cast 
out demons, then is the reign of God come upon you' (fyOaatv *< v^ds 
1} jSaaiAeia rov Beov) (Matt. 12.28; Luke 11.20). He is replying to the 
charge that he casts out demons by the power of Beelzebub ; such a notion 
is absurd, because it presupposes civil war in Satan's kingdom. The 
truth is rather that the counter-kingdom of Satan is being invaded: 
the 'strong man' is no longer able to guard his palace; a stronger than 
he has come upon him and is spoiling his goods; the exorcisms demon- 
strate that the reign of God is putting to an end the reign of Satan 
(Mark 3.27; Matt. 12.29; Luke 11 21f.). Jesus, in fact, conceives of his 
own mission as the beginning of the onslaught upon the powers of evil, 
which will end in the complete overthrow of Satan. Thus, the success 
of the mission of the seventy, who had subjugated the demons in 
Christ's name, is the occasion of his vision of Satan fallen like a flash 
of lightning from heaven (Luke 10.17f.). Unlike the miracle-stories of 
the Isaianic type, the exorcism-stories are not significant as fulfilments 
of OT prophecies concerning the latter days. It was not until after the 
close of the OT period proper that there developed the apocalyptic 
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conception of the world as being subjected to the rule of Satan and his 
demonic hosts. By the time of our Lord this conception was prevalent, 
and not only the usual cases of demon-possession, but also other 
forms of infirmity, were attributed to the power of Satan and his minions 
to enslave human beings. For example, the crippled woman who is 
healed in the synagogue on the Sabbath day (Luke 13.10-17) and who 
is described as having a wcCpa daOcveias, 1 is referred to by Jesus as c a 
daughter of Abraham whom Satan had bound*. Release from Satan's 
bondage was a sign of the drawing nigh of the reign of God. 

The group of miraculous raisings of the dead has a rather different 
significance from both the Isaianic signs and the exorcisms. The OT 
does not prophesy the raising of the dead in the Messianic Age until we 
come to its very latest strata, e.g. Isa. 25.8; Dan. 12.2; and so, as with 
the exorcisms, the significance of the raisings of the dead does not lie 
in the fulfilment of specific OT prophecies. They are significant rather 
as anticipations of Christ's own resurrection and of the resurrection 
of believers in him. As St John shews us in the case of Lazarus, they are 
demonstrations of the truth that Christ is himself 'the resurrection and 
the life' (John 11.25). Jesus himself claims to have raised the dead, for 
his reply to John the Baptist's question includes the words, 'The dead 
are raised up' (Matt. 11.5; Luke 7.22), although the Isaianic passages 
do not contain such a prediction. When he sends out the Twelve, he 
bids them 'raise the dead' (Matt. 10.8): this, too, is clearly one of the 
signs that the reign of God has drawn nigh. The imminence of the 
reign of God is demonstrated by the advent of the divine StW/us- 
which, after certain anticipatory signs, is manifested decisively in the 
raising up of Jesus from the dead; it will be manifested again in the 
coming of the paaiXcia cV StW/tet (Mark 9.1), and will be finally revealed 
at the apocalypse or parousia of the Son of Man in great power and glory. 

The three accounts in the Gospels of specific individuals being raised 
by Jesus from the dead are all weighted with deep theological signifi- 
cance. The Raising of Jairus's Daughter (Mark 5.22-43) is the most 
'factual' of the three, but even here it seems as if theological motives 
are at work, especially in relation to St Mark's structural plan for his 
Gospel. The Raising of the Widow's Son at Nain (Luke 7.11-17), 
peculiar to St Luke, reflects the evangelist's interest in the Elijah theme: 
Christ, the new Elijah, re-enacts in the Shunem locality the great deeds 
of Elijah and Elisha, each of whom restored a dead son to a widowed 
mother (I Kings 17.17-24; II Kings 4.21 -37). 2 In the Fourth Gospel 

1 I.e., a spirit which caused weakness (J M. Creed, The Gospel According to St 
Luke, 1930,H//0c.). 

2 Cf. Alan Richardson, Miracle Stones of the Gospels, 1941, 113. 
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the Raising of Lazarus (John 11) is probably not intended by the 
evangelist to be taken literally; he is teaching in his own allusive way 
the truth that Jesus was put to death because he claimed to be 'the 
resurrection and the life' and demonstrated his claim by his mighty 
works, including the raising of the dead: the story is not a literally true 
story but it nevertheless contains the truth of history. 'This man doeth 
many ar^eia; if we let him alone, all men will believe on him . . .' 
(John 11.47f.). The realistic rulers of the Sanhedrin knew well enough 
that preaching is harmless and ineffective, and they would hardly have 
taken the trouble to have had Jesus put out of the way if he had con- 
fined his activities to preaching. The truth of history is that Jesus was 
put to death because by his miracles he shewed himself to be the 
Messiah; the Jewish rulers could see well enough what was implied in 
Jesus's deeds, and they did not want that kind of a Messiah. St John has 
apparently constructed his Lazarus-parable out of the Lucan parable 
known as 'Dives and Lazarus' (Luke 16.19-31); that parable deals with 
a specific refusal to shew the sign of resurrection to the unbelieving, 
self-satisfied 'rich'. Such crass materialists are not converted by 'signs'; 
they have the Scriptures, but they do not 'repent' : 'neither will they be 
persuaded, if one rise from the dead'. St John dramatizes the truth of 
Jesus's parable: the miracles of Jesus did not convert the rulers of the 
Jews, nor were they converted by the resurrection of Christ himself. 

THE NATURE MIRACLES OF THE GOSPELS 

The so-called 'nature miracles' in the Gospels are of a highly elabor- 
ated theological character. It is worth noting that what may appear to 
us to be a 'nature miracle' may be an exorcism in first-century belief: 
Jesus casts out the demon of the storm in Mark 4.35-41 just as he casts 
the unclean spirits out of demoniacs (cf. cVcn'/u^ae and ir^ifiwao in 4.39 
with Mark 1.25). The two Sea Miracles, the Casting out of the Demon 
of the Storm (Mark 4.35-41) and the Walking on the Sea (Mark 6.45- 
52), illustrate the unity of Christ with the Lord whose power is dramatic- 
ally set forth in the OT by reference to his control of the deep, of the 
storms and winds and waves (e.g. Pss. 65. 1; 1 89.9; 93; 107.23-30). The 
symbolical significance of Christ's Sea-Miracles rests in the last resort 
upon the imagery of the ancient mythology in which the high God 
smites 'the deep' (Tiamat\ Tehom, Gen. 1.2; Rahab, Isa. 51.9f.; Ps. 
89.9f.; Leviathan, Ps. 104.26; Job 41.1); of course, the old religion has 
been 'demythologized', but the suggestive power of the myth remains; 
and to shew forth Christ as lord of the winds and waves is a striking 
way of emphasizing his oneness with the 'i AM' of the OT revelation 

1 Cf. Hoskyns and Davey, The Riddle of the New Testament, 1931, 169 and 172. 
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(cf. Mark 6.50 and John 6.20 with Ex. 3.14, 'i AM hath sent me unto 
you'). 

The two Feeding Miracles (Mark 6.32-44 and 8.1-10 and pars.) 
doubtless embody a number of theological themes, some of which are 
developed more explicitly in John 6: Christ as the new Moses who gives 
the Bread from Heaven (cf. the manna, Ex. 16; Ps. 78.23-29, esp. v. 29, 
LXX 77.29), the new Elijah-Elisha (cf. II Kings 4.42-44, esp. v. 44, 
and note the barley-loaves of John 6.9), the True Bread, the Giver of 
the Bread of Life to the Jews (the 5,000 and the twelve Kofavoi) and the 
Giver of the Bread of Life to the Gentiles also (the 4,000 and the seven 
afaptScs: Mark 8.19f.), the Host at the Messianic Banquet in the 
Kingdom of Heaven, the Host at the eschatological anticipation of the 
latter in the Church's Eucharist (cf. esp. Mark 6.41 and 8.6). 1 Theologi- 
cal motives of this kind dominate the narratives as our Evangelists have 
recorded them for us, and it is hardly possible to discover from them 
'what really happened' as a matter of strict historical fact. Our view of 
'what happened* will depend in the last resort upon what we think of 
Christ who he was and what he achieved. Broadly speaking, three 
views of the Feeding Miracles are possible. The old rationalizing view 
was that the 'miracle' consisted in Jesus's persuading the crowd to 
share its provisions by means of his own and his disciples' example 
of unselfishness in sharing their loaves and fishes. Or with Schweitzer 
it might be held that what really took place was a sacramental meal 
in which Christ gave to everyone present a morsel of bread in token 
that those who had shared his table in his obscurity would share it in 
his glory. 2 Or thirdly we may hold that Jesus, being the Christ, the Son 
of God, did actually perform the <r^ta of the Bread of Life, as the 
apostolic witness attests; whether or not the miraculous nature of his 
action was perceived only by his disciples, we may hold that the stories 
of the Feeding Miracles reveal Jesus in his glory as the eschatological 
Son of Man, bringing in by a miracle of new creation the dawning day 
of the Lord. 3 In his teaching Jesus occasionally made use of the picture 
of the Messianic Banquet (Luke 14.15-24; Matt. 8.11). The rabbis 
believed that the heavenly manna would be restored again to the faithful 
in the days of the Messiah, and this idea probably underlies the refer- 
ence to the 'hidden manna' in Rev. 2.17. 4 We may therefore conclude 

1 For the case against a eucharistic interpretation of the Feeding Miracles see 
G. H. Boobyer, JTS, NS, Vol. Ill, Pt. 2 (October, 1952); for the case in favour of it 
see Alan Richaidson, The Feeding of the Five Thousand* in Interpretation (Rich- 
mond, Va.), April, 1952, 144-9; also Miracle Stories, 94-8 

2 A Schweitzer, The Quest of the HistoricalJesus (ET, 191 1), 374. 

3 Cf E. Lohmeyer, Das Evangelium des Matkus, Gottmgen, 1937, 128-30. 

4 See R. H. Charles, Revelation (ICC), 1920, ad he. 
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that the early Church saw in the stories of the desert Feedings deep 
eschatological significance; they were signs given to those who had eyes 
to see which demonstrated the truth of who Jesus really was. It is clear 
that St Mark himself looked upon them in this way (Mark 6.52; 8.14- 
21). There is much in the symbolism of the stories which remains to be 
explained. In particular, we would like to know more about the sym- 
bolism offish in the early Church: bread and fish appear frequently in 
the frescoes of the catacombs as a symbol of the Eucharist (and cf. 
Luke 24.41-43; John 21.9-13). The letters of the Greek word IxBvs 
(fish) came early to stand for 'lyaovs Xpurros, 0ov vl6$, awT^p, and 
thus the likeness of a fish became a secret sign of a Christian household, 
meeting-place or burial-place. It is often urged that bread and wine, 
rather than bread and fish, would have been the appropriate elements 
of the feedings if they had been thought of as possessing eucharistic 
significance; to this it can only be replied that because Jesus actually 
used bread and fish in the desert meals, therefore fish came to have a 
significance in the early tradition which no later developments could 
obscure. The fact of the fish is a kind of guarantee of the historicity of 
the Feeding stories; it roots them in Galilee, in the tradition of the 
fishermen-disciples who (in a homely metaphor) were made fishers of 
men (Mark 1.16-20; cf. Luke 5.10). The long continuance of the 
symbolism of fish and fishing in the -rrapaSoais is a seal of the historicity 
of the Galilean gospel. Perhaps, as Dr Austin Farrer suggests, 1 the 
early Church, which saw in the multiplied bread an analogy with the 
manna which fell from heaven, saw also in the fish an analogy with 
the quails that came up from the sea. 'Whence should I have flesh,' asks 
Moses, 'to give to all this people? . . . shall all the fish of the sea be 
gathered together for them, to suffice them?' (Num. 11.13, 22). At 
least, it is clear to us that in the Feeding stories, even in St Mark's 
version, we do not have simple straightforward historical accounts of 
'what happened', but elaborately theological interpretations which have 
turned the historical facts into profound parables of the significance 
of the person of Christ and of the Eucharist in his Church. 2 

1 A Study in St Mark, 1951, 291. 

2 For a more detailed consideration of the miracles of the Gospels it may be 
permissible to refer to the present writer's Miracle Stories of the Gospels, 1941 ; 
fifth reprint, 1956. A fuller consideration of the Raising of Lazarus (John 11.1-44) 
will be found in his Commentary on St. John's Gospel (Torch series), ad loc. t to be 
published in 1959. 



THE HOLY SPIRIT 



THE word 'spirit' (ruach, Tn/cfyia, also 'wind', 'breath') is used 
in the Bible in several different ways the Spirit of God, the 
spirit of man, and the whole realm of 'spirits', good and evil. 
Our chief concern is with the Spirit as one of the most distinctively 
biblical means of expressing the outgoing activity of God. In the OT 
'Spirit of God' is one of the ways in which God's action may be men- 
tioned without actually making the anthropomorphic statement that 
God did this or that. Thus, 'the Spirit of God', like the Word and the 
Wisdom of God, becomes a periphrastic description of God's initiative 
and action in the creation, providential ordering, redemption and 
eschatological deliverance of the world as a whole and of Israel in 
particular. God's Spirit is a reverential way of speaking of his presence 
(e.g. Pss. 51.11 ; 139.7; note the parallelism in each case; in the LXX 
'presence' is irpoa^irov) or of his Svvapis in action (cf. Luke 1.35; and 
cf. Matt. 12.28 with Luke 11.20 and the latter with Ex. 8.19). As such 
the Spirit of God cannot be rigidly distinguished from his creative Word ; 
cf. Gen. 1.2; Judith 16.14 and especially Ps. 33.6, 'By the word of the 
LORD were the heavens made, and all the host of them by the breath 
(ruach\ LXX, 7n>e/za) of his mouth.' Similarly the functions of the 
Spirit and of the Wisdom of God are interchangeable (Wisd. 7.22); 
the Spirit is par excellence 'the Spirit of prophecy', yet it may be said 
that it is the Wisdom of God which makes men prophets (Wisd. 7.27; 
cf. 9.17). Spirit, Word and Wisdom are three ways of reverently speak- 
ing about the activity of the transcendent God. 

Our modern difficulties about the relation of the Spirit to God arise 
because we hold a conception of personality unknown to the biblical 
writers. We think of separate and distinct personalities, hard and 
impermeable, each sharply distinguished from the others: hence our 
'problem' of the doctrine of the Trinity. In the Bible persons are not 
thus separate and distinct; they flow into one another. A man lives in 
his sons, who may thus collectively be called by his name (e.g. Israel). 
A man may receive a portion of another man's 'spirit' and thus may 
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in some sense become that other man. A man may reappear in history 
as another person, who, though he is not the same person, is neverthe- 
less in some way identified with him. A good example is that of Elijah 
who in the biblical tradition becomes almost the same person as Elisha; 
the biblical way of expressing this is to say that a double portion of 
Elijah's spirit is upon Elisha (II Kings 2.9; cf. Deut. 21.17) or that 'the 
spirit of Elijah doth rest on Elisha' (II Kings 2.15; cf. Ecclus. 48.12). 
Elijah acts through Elisha. 1 In a similar way God acts through those 
upon whom his Spirit comes. The Tircu/xa of a man is his SiW/zi?, his 
person in action; and the same is true of God's Tn/etf/xa. It is his SuVa/xi?, 
i.e. it is God acting. Thus, when the -nvcvfia of God is said to come upon 
a man he behaves in a manner consistent with the particular view of 
God which 'the narrator holds. When the Spirit of Yahweh comes 
upon Saul, he prophesies after the manner of the ecstatic prophets and 
very significantly is 'turned into another man' (I Sam. 10.6, 10; 
cf. 19.23f.); but prophecy in its more developed biblical sense is also 
the result of the operation of God's Spirit (e.g. Ecclus. 48.24). Micah is 
contrasted with the false prophets because he is genuinely 'full of power 
by the Spirit of the LORD' (Micah 3.8). The characteristic sphere of the 
operation of the Spirit is that of prophecy (II Sam. 23.2; Neh. 9.30; 
II (4) Esd. 14.22; Wisd. 9.17; Mart. Isa. 1.7); the biblical position is 
stated thus by a NT writer, 'No prophecy ever came by the will of man, 
but men spake from God, being moved by the Holy Spirit' (II Pet. 
1.21; cf. I Pet. 1.12; II Tim. 3.16, iraara ypa^ BeoTTvevaros: cf. also 
Luke 1.70; Acts 1.16, etc.). Jesus himself is recorded as attributing the 
prophetic words of David (i.e. Ps. 110.1) to the activity of the Holy 
Spirit (Mark 12.36). God gives his word to his prophets through the 
operation of his Spirit. But the working of the Spirit amongst men is 
by no means confined to the sphere of prophecy: the OT attributes to 
the Spirit such things as Joseph's skill as a ruler (Gen 41.38); Joshua's 
military genius (Num. 27.18); the craftsmanship of Bezalel and 
Oholiab (Ex. 31.2-6); moral excellence (Pss. Sl.lOf.; 143.10; Neh. 9.20; 
Isa. 30.1). It may be noted that the OT never uses the expression 'the 
Holy Spirit' absolutely, but it speaks twice of God's Holy Spirit (Ps. 
51.11 ; Isa. 63.10); the Spirit of God has no existence apart from God 

1 In the NT Elijah lives again in John the Baptist, just as in the OT conception he 
lives again in Elisha; thus Malachi's prophecy concerning the Forerunner is fulfilled 
(Mai. 3.1-3; 4.4-6; cf. Matt. 11.7-14, etc.). Herod and Herodias play the roles of 
Ahab and Jezebel in the re-enacted drama (Mark 6.14-29). Cf. Luke 1.17, 'He 
(John) shall go in the irvcvpa and SvW/zi? of Elijah, to turn the hearts of the fathers 
to the children . . .*, etc. (quoting Mai. 4.6); but in the Lucan account of the ministry 
of Christ all references to John as the Elijah are dropped, because St Luke wishes to 
present Christ himself as the one whom Elijah prefigured. Perhaps a similar motive 
lies behind the denial that the Baptist is the Elijah redivivus in John 1 .21 . 
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any more than the spirit of Elijah can exist apart from Elijah. God's 
Spirit is God acting. 

THE ESCHATOLOG1CAL CHARACTER OF THE SPIRIT 

We might reasonably ask, if Spirit is, like Wisdom and Word, a 
way of indicating the divine activity, why in the NT Christ is not 
identified with Spirit as he is with the Wisdom and the Word of God. 
Various answers may be suggested. In the first place it may be pointed 
out that the statement is only partly true, since the Risen Christ is, as 
we shall see, not sharply distinguished from the Spirit of God. Secondly, 
the identification is soft-pedalled because it would lead to a reduced 
conception of the person of Christ in the Hellenistic world; it was at all 
costs necessary to avoid the suggestion that Jesus was merely a 'pneu- 
matic man', someone who exercised 'spiritual gifts'. If the Christology 
of the Church had been reduced to a 'pneumatology', the Gospel would 
have been no different from the commotion associated with the names 
of other 'spirit-filled' teachers and miracle-workers of the Hellenistic 
world; we meet several such in Acts Simon Magus (8.9-24), Elymas 
(13.6-12), and the seven sons of Sceva (19.14). But there is another and 
even more profound reason, viz. the eschatological character of the 
Holy Spirit in the NT conception. The incarnate Jesus could not be 
identified with the Spirit before his death and resurrection, because it 
was those very events which were to bring about the shedding abroad of 
the Holy Spirit in the latter days. St John with his characteristic 
penetration sums up the New Testament position m this matter. The 
prophecies of the Scriptures concerning 'rivers of living water' (Isa. 
12.3; Ezek. 47.1) were shortly to be fulfilled in the pouring forth of the 
Holy Spirit: Jesus, when he spoke metaphorically of the living water, 
was really speaking of the 'Holy Spirit, which they that believed on 
him were to receive, for the Spirit was not yet (given), because Jesus 
was not yet glorified', i.e. in Johannine language, crucified, risen and 
ascended (John 7.38f ). In order to understand the background of this 
NT position it is necessary to consider what had happened to the 
doctrine of the Spirit in later Judaism. 

Towards and after the close of the OT period Torah was magnified 
at the expense of prophecy. 'In the third century B.C. the Law had come 
to be conceived as the final and supreme revelation of God. When once 
this idea of an inspired Law adequate, infallible and valid for all 
time had become an accepted dogma of Judaism, as it became in the 
post-Exilic period, there was no longer room for independent represen- 
tatives of God appearing before men, such as the pre-Exilic prophets. 
God had, according to the official teachers of the Church, spoken his 
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last and final word through the Law.' 1 Hence prophecy was held to be 
in abeyance (I Mace. 4.46; 14.41); it was indeed unnecessary. The 
Law has not only assumed the functions of the ancient pre-Exilic 
prophets, but it has also, so far as lay in its power, made the revival 
of such prophecy an impossibility.' 2 To claim to be a prophet was 
made a capital offence; according to Zech. 13.1-5, if a man declared 
himself to be a prophet, his father and mother were to put him to 
death! A writer who had something to say must therefore express him- 
self pseudony mo usly; and hence from 200 B.C. onwards all the works of 
the apocalyptists, who succeeded the prophets, are pseudonymous: an 
ancient worthy like Daniel, or, better still, patriarchs like Enoch or the 
Twelve, would gain a hearing when prophecy was silenced and the 
canon virtually closed. Some apocalyptic writings managed to secure 
inclusion in the corpus of an earlier prophet (e.g. Isa. 24-27; Zech. 
9-14); in Charles's view Joel is the latest OT apocalyptist whose work 
is not pseudonymous. It is clear that during this period the Spirit, who 
was pre-eminently the spirit of prophecy, would no longer be regarded 
as a present reality; and indeed we even find it widely taught that the 
revelation given in the Torah was communicated not by the Spirit but 
by the mediation of angels (Jubilees 1.27; Test. Dan 6; cf. Deut. 33.2; 
Acts 7.38, 53; Gal. 3.19; Heb. 2.2). But the doctrine of the Spirit was 
not entirely forgotten or suppressed: the Spirit was projected into the 
future. Had not the canonical prophets taught that the Spirit of God 
would be active in the new creation of the latter days, that he would 
rest upon every member of a renewed Israel, and that through him all 
would have direct access to God (Ezek. 11.19; 36.26f.; 37.14; Isa. 
32.15; Zech. 12.10; Jer. 31.34 and especially Joel 2.28f.)? In this way 
there develops the thoroughly eschatological conception of the Holy 
Spirit which is found everywhere in the NT. 3 

1 R. H. Charles, Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha, II, p. vm. 

2 Charles, ibid. 

3 The eschatological character of the Spirit is not prominent in the Qumran 
literature, and the 'spirit of truth* is not integrally connected either with the 
Messiah(s) or with the Messianic Age. Throughout history the two spirits in man 
(of truth and of error) are engaged in ceaseless strife, and the spint of truth will not 
conquer until the final age, when God will make all things new (1 QS iv. 21 ; Caster, 
SDSS, 55f.). According to W. D. Davies (in Stendahl, SNT, 171-82) there is only one 
passage in the Scrolls where an eschatological character is unambiguously ascribed 
to the spirit of truth (viz. 1 QS iv. 20f , where it is said that the spint of truth will be 
'sprinkled* on men in the final age). This is surprising in view of the Qumran com- 
munity's lively expectation of the End. But the concept of the Spint in the Scrolls 
has, in W. D. Davies's apt phrase, 'been domiciled within a legalistic community', 
and there is hardly any point of contact between it and the dynamic Holy Spirit of 
the apostolic Church. The Essenes, however, are still looking for the coming of the 
final age, whereas the Christian Church, in which the Spirit is already given, is itself 
a sign that the End-time has already begun. 
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THE HOLY SPIRIT IN THE GOSPELS 

The apostolic Church considered itself to be living in the latter days, 
the age of the fulfilment of the prophecies concerning the pouring forth 
of God's Spirit upon all flesh (Acts 2.16-18; 10.45; Rom. 5.5; Gal. 4.6; 
Titus 3.6, etc.). This pouring forth of the Holy Spirit in accordance 
with prophecy took place through the death, resurrection and ascension 
of Jesus Christ (John 16.7; 20.22; Acts 2.33; Eph. 4.8). Before the 
death of Christ the Holy Spirit was incognito, unknown to the disciples, 
although the Spirit was present to and active in Christ himself, again in 
accordance with prophecy (Isa. 11.2; 61.1, etc.). The Spirit is particu- 
larly active in the circumstances of Christ's birth of the Virgin 1 (Matt. 
1.18, 20; Luke 1.15, 35, 41, 67; 2.25, 27), and the Spirit descends upon 
Christ at his baptism 2 (Mark 1.10; Matt. 3.16; Luke 3.22; cf. John 
1.32f.). Thereafter Jesus lived under the inspiration and in the power 
of the Spirit (e.g. Mark 1.12; Matt. 4.1 ; Luke 4.1, 14, 18; Matt. 12.18, 
28), but the Spirit was not manifest even to his chosen disciples. As St 
John explains, 'the Spirit was not yet' (7.39). We need not therefore be 
surprised that there are comparatively few references to the Holy Spirit 
in the Gospels, save in connection with the birth or the baptism of 
Jesus. In Matt. 12.28 Jesus claims that he casts out demons 'by the 
Spirit of God* but this means nothing more than 'by divine power'; St 
Luke, doubtless in the interests of his typology, alters the expression to 
'by the finger of God', which means the same thing (Luke 11.20; cf. 
Ex. 8.19; 31.18; Deut. 9.10; Ps 8.3). It is St John who records that 
Jesus gave to his disciples formal teaching about the future sending of 
the Holy Spirit (John 14.16-18, 26; 15.26; 16.7-14), and there is nothing 
improbable about the suggestion that he did so, since he thought of his 
own death as inaugurating the age of the new covenant with the New 
Israel of the latter days. Indeed, the Synoptists themselves indicate 
that Jesus spoke about the coming of the Spirit. We have already 
noted that St Mark records that he foretold the imminent coming of 
God's reign with power (Mark 9.1); and St Mark must have under- 
stood God's /faaiAefa eV SiWftet to mean the Spirit-filled Church of 
Christ. 3 

Again, Jesus speaks of blasphemy against the Holy Spirit. In the 
Marcan version of the Beelzebub controversy Jesus concludes his 
parable of the Strong Man by adding that all men's sins and blasphemies 
may be forgiven, 'but whosoever shall blaspheme against the Holy 
Spirit hath never forgiveness but is guilty of an eternal sin (OVK ex<ri 

a<f>(Jii> ciy rov alajva, aAA* cvo\6s <rrw alwviov d/za/OTrJjLtaro?), because 
1 See infra, 174f. 2 See infra, 178-81. 3 Supra, 63f. 
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they said, He hath an unclean spirit' (Mark 3.29f.; cf. Matt. 12.31). 
The context makes it clear that Jesus means that to reject the inbreaking 
Aeon (the Kingdom of God) and to dismiss the signs of its arrival such 
as the exorcisms which demonstrate the overthrow of Satan's counter- 
kingdom as the work of Beelzebub, is to reject the salvation which 
God is bringing and is in fact to be guilty of unforgivable sin against 
the New Age: TO alwviov ap.dpr7j^a must mean 'sin against the Aeon of 
Salvation', which inevitably excludes one from the forgiveness offered 
to those who repent and believe. The chief implication ofalunos is not 
'eternal' or 'everlasting', but rather 'pertaining to the Age to Come' ; 
and similarly it is doubtful if we ought to translate OVK tx" afacrw t? rov 
alajva as 'hath never forgiveness' but rather as 'hath not forgiveness in 
the Age to Come', i.e. shall not enter into the fiamXcia rov &eov. In 
Matt. 12.32 and Luke 12.10 we find a slightly different version of the 
saying: Jesus declares that blasphemy against the Son of Man shall 
be forgiven, 'but whosoever shall blaspheme against the Holy Spirit, 
it shall not be forgiven him, neither in this aeon nor in that which is to 
come' (Matthew's version). Perhaps it is meant that it is pardonable not 
to recognize in the humiliation of the Servant Messiah the royal person 
of the Son of God (cf. Isa. 53.4f.; Luke 23.34) and that therefore blas- 
phemy against the Son of Man may be forgiven; but that to reject the 
demonstration of the reign of God in the power of the Spirit, as it is 
experienced in the life of the Church, is to put oneself outside the sphere 
of forgiveness altogether. Blasphemy against the Holy Spirit would 
thus have meant apostasy, the sin of those 'who were once enlightened 
and tasted of the heavenly gift, and were made partakers of the Holy 
Spirit, and tasted the good word of God and the powers of the Age to 
Come, and then fell away' (Heb. 6.4-6). It is impossible that such should 
be forgiven (ibid., and cf. also Heb. 10.26-31 ; 12.14-17). To apostatize 
from the faith is to 'do despite unto the Spirit of grace' (Heb. 10.29). To 
speak against the Son of Man is not an unforgivable sin in one who has 
not yet been 'enlightened' (i.e. believed and been baptized); there is 
always open to such a man the possibility of repentance and belief. 
But for the baptized Christian to depart from the Church is the ultimate 
and unforgivable sin, blasphemy against the Holy Spirit. Whatever the 
words used by our Lord and the difficulty is to see what meaning could 
have been attached to the saying about blasphemy against the Holy 
Spirit in advance of the pouring out of the Spirit the apostolic Church 
would seem to have understood him as teaching that apostasy is mortal 
sin. A distinction is drawn between 'mortal' and 'venial' sins in I John 
5.16f.; sin which is 'not unto death' may be forgiven by God; but there 
is also apapria irpos Odvarov, and it is pointless to pray for such as have 



Jesus' s Teaching about the Spirit 109 

committed it. The general tone of the Johannine epistles would suggest 
that 'sin unto death' is apostasy (cf. I John 2.19; cf. John 13.30; 17.2). 
But we should probably be wrong if we assumed that all sin against the 
Holy Spirit is apostasy. 'Resisting' or 'grieving' the Holy Spirit are 
sins of which the NT writers are keenly aware (Acts 7.51 ; I Thess. 4.8; 
Eph. 4.30; cf. Isa. 63.10). Ananias and Sapphira 'lied to the Holy 
Spirit' and 'tempted the Spirit of the Lord' (Acts 5.1-11), and they 
suffered the extreme penalty. It has often been remarked that in the 
Gospels it is St Peter who is pre-eminently the one who blasphemes 
against the Son of Man (the Denial, Mark 14.66-72 and pars.); he is 
forgiven (cf. Mark 16.7) and thereafter serves and obeys the Holy 
Spirit. 

Lastly, it should be noted that St Mark's Gospel records that Jesus 
taught his disciples that they would be empowered by the Holy Spirit 
in their work of preaching the Gospel to all the nations: 'When they 
deliver you up, be not anxious beforehand what ye shall speak, but 
whatsoever shall be given you in that hour, that speak ye: for it is not 
ye that speak but the Holy Spirit' (Mark 13.11). St Luke's version of 
this saying is very interesting: 'Settle it therefore in your hearts not to 
meditate beforehand how to answer, for I will give you a mouth and 
wisdom which all your adversaries shall not be able to gainsay' (Luke 
21.14f.). Clearly St Luke, who in Acts dramatically describes the fulfil- 
ment of this prophecy through the coming of the Spirit, does not dis- 
tinguish between the activity of the Spirit and the operation of the 
Risen Christ (7 will give you a mouth' cf. Ex. 4.12 'and wisdom' 
cf. Acts 6.10: 'They were not able to withstand the wisdom and the 
Spirit by which he [Stephen] spake'). This is, moreover, the teaching 
which St John ascribes to Jesus : the Spirit, the Paraclete whom Jesus 
will send from the Father, will bear witness in and through the witness 
of the disciples (John 15.26f.), and the action of the Spirit is the action 
of the Risen Christ himself, who comes to his disciples in the coming of 
the Paraclete (cf. John 14.18, 'I come unto you'). As we have already 
suggested, there is no reason at all to doubt that Jesus expected the 
imminent fulfilment of the prophecy of the pouring out of the Spirit in 
the latter days; nothing indeed is more probable than that he should 
have done so. The Gospels give us sufficient evidence for holding that 
he did in fact teach his apostles to expect the gift of the Spirit. 

THE HOLY SPIRIT IN THE APOSTOLIC CHURCH 

The Christian religion owes its existence to the intensity of the con- 
viction of the apostolic Church that the outpouring of the Holy Spirit 
had taken place; the Church's experience of the Spirit was proof that 
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the Messianic Age had arrived and that the prophecies of the Scriptures 
were fulfilled in Jesus Christ. Church membership was a participation 
in Holy Spirit, Kowwvta rov 'Aylov UvcvfjiaTos (II Cor. 13.14; Phil. 2.1); 
the Spirit of unity (cf. Ezek. 11.19) worked so mightily that 'the multi- 
tude of them that believed were of one heart and soul' (Acts 4.32); 
under the unifying power of the Spirit the earliest Christians 'had all 
things common' (Acts 2.44-47). There is one body of the believers 
because there is one Spirit (Eph. 4.3f.); all the individual Christians 
have been made to drink of the one Spirit (I Cor. 12.13; Eph. 2.18). 
The individual's baptism was the moment of his personal initiation into 
the sphere of the operation of the Holy Spirit, the act by which he was 
'sealed unto the day of redemption' (Eph. 4.30). It was also the occasion 
of his endowment with the Spirit, who in assigning to him his particular 
task or ministry within the total ministry of the Church also imparted 
to him the gift or grace (xdpwpa) that enabled him to perform it 
(I Cor. 12.12-31). There were many different gifts, for the individual 
members of the body of Christ performed many different functions 
(I Cor. 12.4-11 ; cf. Heb. 2,4). All Christians were regarded as possessing 
the Spirit, which was not the exclusive privilege of any particular 'order' 
or 'orders' within the Church. It was a mark of the spiritual immaturity 
of many within the Gentile churches that they tended to admire the 
more spectacular x<*p"ty*Ta the extraordinary, the ecstatic and the 
excitable manifestations of the Spirit's workings, such as glossolalia or 
'speaking with tongues'. Paul is at pains to moderate the zeal of the 
Corinthians for such 'revivalist' emotionalism; we obtain a somewhat 
startling impression of early Christian worship from his remarks upon 
this subject in I Cor. 14. He does not wish to deny that glossolalia is 
genuinely a sign of the Spirit's activity, but it should not be allowed to 
distract attention from more important things: 'I thank God I speak 
with tongues more than you all ; howbeit in the congregation (eV cKKXrjata) 
I had rather speak five words with my understanding, that I might 
instruct others, than ten thousand words in a tongue' (I Cor. 14.18f.). 
It is clear from this chapter that 'speaking with tongues' is the pheno- 
menon which has often reappeared since Paul's time, especially in 
revivalist meetings. Under the impulse of religious excitement the 
critical faculties of the mind are in abeyance, while the devotee utters 
nonsense syllables, which, though devoid of intelligible meaning, 
possess a strange power of communicating the religious emotion to 
others. St Paul tries to direct the attention of the Corinthians towards 
what he calls 'the greater gifts' and 'the more excellent way' (I Cor. 
12.31). The greatest gifts are faith, hope and love, especially love 
(13.13). Even if one could speak with angelic tongues but had not love, 
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the result would be merely a brassy noise (13.1). The true fruit of the 
Spirit is 'love, joy, peace, long-suffering, kindness, goodness, belief, 
meekness, self-control' (Gal. 5.22). Such virtues are not natural 
possibilities which we can attain if we try hard enough; they are the 
Spirit's choicest gifts; they are supernatural, not natural, virtues. The 
Christian life is a constant apprehension of the supernatural power of 
the Spirit; it may be described as walking by the Spirit, being led by the 
Spirit, or living by the Spirit (Gal. 5.16, 18, 25; Rom. 8.4, 14; etc). 

The Spirit is the Spirit of power (II Tim. 1.7; cf. Acts 1.8; 10.38; 
Rom. 15.13; I Cor. 2.4; Eph. 3.16), enabling Christians to perform 
deeds beyond their own strength. This power is compulsive but not 
coercive; the Spirit guides, leads and directs (e.g. Acts 8.29; 10.19; 
11.12; 13.2; 20.23, 28; 21.1 1, etc.), but does not override the personality 
of those who are thus directed. The Spirit, in fact, is the Spirit of liberty, 
releasing men from bondage to the Law (Gal. 5.13-18; Rom. 8.2; 
II Cor. 3.6, 17; cf. John 8.31-36). In the power of the Spirit Christians 
freely and gladly choose to do the will of God. At every point the 
Spirit helps them, even in their deepest prayer-life, at the very centre of 
their personalities; even in their most inarticulate prayers the Spirit 
prays within them, making intercession for the saints (Rom. 8.26f.). 
He is the Spirit of life (John 6.63; I Cor. 15.45), who breathes life into 
the new creation, the Church, as originally he breathed life into the first 
creation (Gen. 1.2; 2.7, etc.); or alternatively he is the life (the ruach, 
the TTvevpa) thus breathed into the new creation (John 20.22; Rev. 
11.11). Hence after their baptism in the Holy Spirit Christians walk in 
newness of life, the life of the new creation, the life of the Age to Come 
(Rom. 6.4; 7.6, etc.). The Spirit is the Spirit of adoption, since he is the 
Spirit received in baptism, whereby Christians are adopted into the 
household of God as joint-heirs with Christ; the Spirit bears his inward 
testimony, reassuring the baptized that they are indeed sons of God and 
thus enabling them to cry 'Abba', Father (Rom. 8.12-17; Gal. 4.6). 
This inward testimony of the Spirit is given to all Christians, whereas 
the gift of prophecy is given as a special x^/Ha/ia only to the particular 
ministry of 'prophets' within the Church (Rom. 12.6; I Cor 12.10, 29; 
Eph. 4.11); all prophecy within the new dispensation, as in the old, is 
due to the operation of the Spirit of prophecy (II Pet. 1.21 ; cf. I Pet. 
l.lOf.; Rev. 1.10; 19.10; and e.g. Acts 21.11). In I Cor. 12 8-10 St Paul 
mentions nine gifts or activities of the Spirit amongst church members; 
they range from 'wisdom' to the interpretation of tongues. Under the 
influence of Isa. 11.2 in the LXX version a sevenfold conception of the 
Spirit and of his activities grew up in the Church and became tradi- 
tional, particularly in the Spiritus septiformis of Latin devotional 
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theology. 1 In the Johannine Apocalypse a sevenfold representation of 
the Spirit is found; the 'seven spirits' in Rev. 1.4 obviously denote the 
Holy Spirit, occurring as they do in a Trinitarian context (cf. also Rev. 
3.1 ; 4.5; 5.6). But probably the influence of Zech. 3.9 and 4. 10 (combined 
with the fact that the Seer is thinking of seven churches) is determinative 
rather than Isa. 1 1 2, since the LXX text is not of much importance 
in the Apocalypse generally. The seven spirits of the Apocalypse 
are best understood as an imaginative way of referring to the sevenfold 
operation of the one Holy Spirit. St John does not characterize his 
seven spirits individually; such literalism is no part of his poetic design. 
In Rev. 5.6 the seven spirits are said to be the eyes of the Lamb, and 
they are sent forth into all the earth. Here the 'mission' of the Spirit, 
who is the Spirit of Christ, is poetically represented and is declared to 
be universal in scope ('into all the earth') (cf. Luke 24.49; John 14.26; 
15.26; 16.7; Gal. 4.6). 

THE TESTIMONY OF THE SPIRIT 

The Holy Spirit's testimony to the world at large is not borne directly, 
but through the Spirit-endowed church members. There was apparently 
an order of evangelists in the apostolic Church which was specially 
endowed by the Spirit to preach the Gospel of Christ (Eph. 4.11; II 
Tim. 4.5; Acts 2(1.8), though all the evidence suggests that every Christ- 
ian, whatever his individual 'ministry', was expected to bear his testi- 
mony to Christ whenever he could do so. The disciples of Christ bear 
joint witness with the Holy Spirit (John 15.26f.). It is because of the 
presence of the Spirit within them that they testify so freely and so 
boldly to the truth of Christ the words Trapprjma and Trap/^o-ta^o/zcu 
are of frequent occurrence in this connection in the NT (e.g. Acts 
4.29, 31; Eph. 6.19; cf. Mark 13.11). 

Above all things the Spirit in the NT is the Spirit of testimony; his 
chief function is to bear witness to Christ (John 15.26; 16.13-15) or 
alternatively to the truth (aA^fleia), for Christ is truth (John 14.6). Thus, 
the Spirit may be called the Spirit of truth (John 16.13), and his function 
is to guide the disciples of the Risen Christ into all the truth (ibid.); 
indeed, it may be said that the Spirit is the truth (I John 5.7), just as it is 
said that Christ is truth. The Spirit is the Spirit of Christ and therefore 
must be the Spirit of truth, because Christ is truth, i.e. ultimate reality 
manifested in action: truth is something to be done, not merely thought 
or 'believed' (cf. John 7.17). When St John speaks of the Spirit's guiding 
the disciples into all the truth (16.13), he does not mean truth in our 

1 The LXX adds the spirit of godliness (ciWjfcta) to the six attributes in the Heb. 
of Isa. 1 1.2, 'The spirit of wisdom and understanding, the spirit of counsel and might, 
the spirit of knowledge and of the fear of the Lord'. 
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wide modern sense e.g. all the truths of modern science, medicine, 
technology, etc. He is speaking of the actual experience through which 
the disciples had gone. The Gospels make it clear that up to the point 
of the crucifixion of their Lord the disciples had only a fitful and inse- 
cure grasp of his deeper teaching, but after the resurrection they under- 
stood in the light of the Spirit's leading the things which Jesus during 
his ministry had been trying to explain to them: 'he shall teach you all 
things, and bring to your remembrance all that I said unto you' (14.26). 
This is precisely what in fact happened to the apostles: it was only after 
the resurrection that they came to understand the truth which Jesus had 
taught them and had enacted before their eyes. In every age the Holy 
Spirit takes of the things of Christ and manifests them to the under- 
standing of believing hearts; he testifies not of himself, but of Christ. 
This is the Spirit as the interpreter of Scripture; without the inward 
testimony of the Holy Spirit at the reading or the preaching of the 
Scriptures their message would remain locked up in the written or 
spoken words. Or, in the metaphor which St Paul uses in II Cor. 3.14-1 8, 
the meaning of Scripture remains Veiled' until the Spirit of Christ does 
away with the veil that lies over men's hearts. The letter of the Torah 
the written Scriptures merely deadens; it is the Spirit which gives life 
to the words (11 Cor. 3 6). The same conception of the Spirit as breathing 
life into the words the *dead letter' of Scripture appears in II Tim. 
3.16. St Luke's story of the Walk to Emmaus carries the same meaning 
in the form of a parable, for the Risen Christ and the Holy Spirit are 
not differentiated, so far at least as their operations are concerned, in 
the New Testament. 1 The (Spirit of) the Risen Christ interprets in all 
the Scriptures the things concerning himself (Luke 24 27). This is the 
experience of the early Church and indeed of Christians in every age : 
'Was not our heart burning within us ... while he opened to us the 
Scriptures?' (24.32). The Risen Christ in the apostolic Church is the 
true interpreter of Holy Scripture; apart from his presence and inspira- 
tion the Scriptures are a mysterious enigma, as they remain to this day 
for the unbelieving Jews (II Cor. 3.1 3f.). St Luke is at pains to empha- 
size how the Risen Christ is active in the exposition of the Scriptures 
in the Church: 'He opened their mind that they might understand the 
Scriptures' (Luke 24.45). Of course, the Scriptures which St Luke and 
St Paul have in mind in these passages are the Scriptures of the OT 

(II Cor. 3.14, eVt rfj avayvwcrci rrjs TraXaias Sia^K-q?), which constituted 

the only Scripture of the apostolic Church; but what they imply con- 
cerning the testimoniwn Sancti Spiritus internum (or, as we might 
say, testimonium internum Christi resurrecti) has been found by 
1 See further, infra, 121 f. 
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Christians in every age of the Church to be true of the Scriptures of 
the NT. 1 

The Spirit of testimony thus brings home to our hearts the signifi- 
cance of the fact of Christ (John 14.26); but he remains the Spirit of 
prophecy, guiding the Church into all truth (John 16.13), shewing the 
things which shall come to pass hereafter (Rev. 1.19; 4.2; cf. 1.1 ; 22.6), 
i.e. such 'revelations' of the parousia as are disclosed in the Apocalypse. 
The Book of Revelation must be taken as the only adequate comment- 
ary upon the words, 'When he, the Spirit of truth, is come, he shall 
guide you into all the truth ... he shall declare unto you the things 
that are to come' (John 16.13). The eschatological character of the Holy 
Spirit in the thought of the Johannine writer is clearly apparent also in 
the insistence that the revealing work of the Spirit is a 'hidden' dis- 
closure of the truth in the biblical sense. The Spirit, even now, judges the 
world, convicting it of the sin of unbelief, and bearing testimony to the 
righteousness of God which has been manifested in the exaltation of 
Christ to the Father's abode (cf. Rom. 1.17), and to the reality of judg- 
ment, by testifying that the prince of this world has already been judged 
(John 16.8-11). But the world cannot receive the Spirit or know any- 
thing about him; it is only the disciples of Christ to whom the testimony 
of the Spirit can come (John 14.17); there is a hiddenness about the 
Spirit, as there is about Christ himself, for Christ manifests himself to 
his disciples, but not to the world (John 14.22). 

Furthermore it should be noted that the peculiarly Johannine title 
for the Spirit, i.e. the 'Paraclete', bears a markedly eschatological 
sense. In secular Greek usage 6 TrapaKX-qros means 'advocate', one who 
defends in a court of law, or in a more general sense 'helper'. But the 
words irapaKXrjais, irapaKaXclv in the LXX and in the NT carry a 
distinctive biblical meaning. Faithful Jews in the days when Jesus was 
born were looking for the TrapaKXrjcns of Israel (Luke 2.25), i.e the 
fulfilment of the Isaianic prophecies concerning the 'comforting' or 
'consolation' of the remnant which trusted in God's promise of redemp- 
tion (cf. Isa. 40.1; 51.12; 66.13). The Book of Isaiah closes with an 
eschatological picture of the consolation of faithful Israel 'as one whom 
his mother comforteth' (66.13), when Yahweh shall come in fire and 
whirlwind for redemption and judgment (66.15, cf. the coming of the 
Spirit at Pentecost with tongues of fire and the rushing of a mighty wind, 
Acts 2.2f.), for the gathering of the nations who shall see his Sofa 
(66.18) and from whom priests and Levites shall be taken (66.21; cf. 
Rev. 1.6; 5.10; 20.6), at the making of the new creation, 'the new 
heavens and the new earth' (66.22; cf. Isa. 65.17; Rev. 21.1 ; II Pet. 3.13). 
1 See on this subject Alan Richardson, Christian Apologetics, 21 1-20. 
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The coming of the Spirit, 'the Comforter', represents a fulfilment of 
these prophecies, though known only to the disciples to whom the 
Spirit is given and not yet to 'the world'. The consolation of Israel is 
fulfilled in the Church and hence the Spirit is appropriately styled 
'the Comforter'. Those who had grieved over the wretchedness of 
Israel's fate in the vicissitudes of worldly history were consoled by the 
knowledge of the eschatological splendour, revealed by the Holy 
Spirit, which was even now being ushered in: there was consolation in 
Christ (Phil. 2.1), for God had anointed him with the Spirit 'to comfort 
all that mourn, to appoint unto them that mourn in Zion . . . the oil of 
joy for mourning' (Isa 61.1-3). Jesus himself announced the fulfilment 
of these prophecies: 'Blessed are they that mourn, for they shall be 
comforted' (Matt. 5.4; cf. Luke 4.17-21; John 16.20-22; II Cor. 1.7; 
Rev. 7.17; 21.4). 

It is to be noted that Trapa/cA^ai? in the sense of exhortation or en- 
couragement with a view to endurance until the parousia is one of the 
specific gifts of the Spirit (Rom. 12.8; cf. I Cor. 14.3); such consolation 
or patient hope is to be derived especially from the study of the Scrip- 
tures (Rom. 15.4f.). St Luke understands the meaning of the name 
Barnabas to be 'son of Trap a/c Aeons' (Acts 4.36); however such a trans- 
lation was reached, it would seem that in Luke's view the apostle 
Barnabas was endowed with the especial xdpivpa. of exhortation. 
The comforting of those that mourn in the light of the Christian eschato- 
logical hope is one of the ministries for which the Church is endowed 
by 'singular gifts of the Holy Ghost'. 1 

One final indication of the eschatological character of the Spirit in 
the NT remains to be mentioned, i.e. the conception of the Spirit as an 
'earnest' (appafiatv) of the final salvation which Christians will one day 
possess. An appaflwv is something given on account, a 'deposit' or first 
instalment, a pledge that full payment will be made. The Holy Spirit, 
in which Christians were 'sealed* at their baptism, is an 'earnest' or 
pledge of their inheritance (dppapwv -rfjs KXripovopia.? r)ii)v) in the 
sphere of ultimate redemption (Eph. 1.14). God has 'bought back' 
(redeemed) his own possession, and the proof of this is to be found in 
the 'deposit' which he has given. The Spirit is an assurance vouchsafed 
to those who are anointed and sealed (i.e. baptized); to them God has 
given 'the earnest of the Spirit in our hearts' (II Cor. 1.22; 5.5). In this 
life, i.e. in the Age of the Spirit, we do not yet enjoy the fulness of our 
inheritance as sons of God and joint-heirs with Christ; we possess, 
however, the guarantee of the Spirit, who witnesses in our hearts to the 
truth of our sonship and inheritance (Rom. 8.16f.). Or, as St John puts 
1 BCP, Collect of St Barnabas. 
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the truth of the matter, we know that God 'abides* in us by the Spirit 
which he gave us (I John 3.24), and likewise we know that we abide 
in him (I John 4.13). The Holy Spirit is the gift of God's presence and 
power within us in this life and the pledge of the fulness of the divine 
life that will be ours in the Age to Come. 

THE GIVING OF THE SPIRIT I PENTECOST 

The NT writers agree that the giving of the Holy Spirit was withheld 
until after the resurrection and exaltation of Christ, with which events 
it is intimately connected. But there is no agreement about the manner 
and the time of the coming of the Spirit. Only two writers describe the 
original imparting of the Spirit, St Luke and St John ; and their accounts 
differ in every particular except that the event took place in Jerusalem. 
According to St John the ascension of the Lord seems to have taken 
place between the appearance to Mary Magdalene in the early morning 
(20.17) and the appearance to the disciples the same evening when 
the doors were shut (20.19); at this evening appearance the Risen 
Jesus imparted the Holy Spirit to the disciples by 'insufflation' 

(V<f>varj(r /cat Aeyet avrols, Ad/Sere Uvcvpa "Ayiov) (20.22). Thus, in 

St John's view the resurrection, the ascension and the giving of the 
Spirit all seem to have occurred on the same day; this is certainly what 
we would have inferred from the Fourth Gospel if our minds had not 
been so familiar with the Lucan version of the events. The evidence 
of St Paul, so far as it goes, would seem to agree with the Johannine 
rather than the Lucan view: Paul does not sharply distinguish between 
the resurrection or ascension of Christ as separate events, and he 
certainly regards the appearance of Christ to himself on the Damascus 
road as being entirely parallel to the appearances to Peter and the other 
apostles and brethren (I Cor. 15.5-7), as if they were all (like that to 
himself) post-ascension appearances of the Lord. 

St Luke, however, gives an entirely different and much more detailed 
account of the events of the ascension and the coming of the Spirit; 
and one for which there is no corroboration of any kind by other NT 
writers. Moreover, it would seem that St Luke is fitting his history into 
a very elaborate theological scheme. He lays stress on a period of 
'waiting' between the resurrection and the coming of the Spirit (Luke 
24.49, 53). In Acts 1.3 he says that Jesus appeared to the apostles 'by 
the space of forty days', after which there is further waiting (1.4); it 
would seem that the ascension takes place at the end of the forty days 
(1.9-11) and the apostles return to Jerusalem (1.12; cf. Luke 24.52). 
Then on the day of Pentecost, seven weeks after the day of Christ's 
resurrection, the Spirit descended on the apostles; the house in which 
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they were assembled was filled with a 'rushing, mighty wind' 1 and 
'tongues as of fire' sat upon each of the apostles (Acts 2.1-3). 'And they 
were all filled with Holy Spirit, and began to speak with other tongues, 
as the Spirit gave them utterance' (2.4). 

St Luke thus alone amongst the NT writers itemizes and dates the 
resurrection and ascension of Christ, and the coming of the Spirit, as 
separate historical events. The Church has constructed her Calendar 
upon his model, and for the purposes of the due liturgical observance 
of the truths of our salvation it has proved valuable beyond estimation. 
But the Lucan scheme would appear to be based upon theological 
reflection rather than upon historical reminiscence, and it is probable 
that the Johannine account preserves the more primitive apostolic 
teaching in this matter. Recent scholarship has tended to show that 
St Luke's^jpspel is as deeply concerned with theological interpretation 
as St Mark's or St John's; and Luke- Acts would seem to present the 
truth of the Gospel by means of a brilliantly stylized presentation of 
history which brings out profound theological truth in story form. In 
other words, Luke uses the historical in the same sort of way as does 
the author of the Fourth Gospel to convey the truth of history by 
means of an imaginative reconstruction of historical happenings. Some 
people will doubtless find such a conclusion disturbing on first encoun- 
tering it, but further reflection will lead them to perceive that it could 
not be otherwise. Christ's resurrection and ascension and the coming of 
the Holy Ghost are not historical events of the same order as, say, 
Julius Caesar's embarcation from Gaul and arrival in Britain in 55 B.C. ; 
that is to say, they are not events which can be described in matter-of- 
fact eye-witness reports. Only their effects within history can be studied, 
not the events themselves. A deep insight of the religious mind, found 
bey9nd biblical religion as well as within it, insists that human eyes 
cannpt perceive the means by which the miraculous acts of deity are 
performed. This does not mean that there is any uncertainty for 
Christian faith about the historicity of the resurrection and exaltation 
of Christ or about the coming of the Spirit; it means that we must not 
expect to find in the Bible accounts of these events which may. be read 
as wholly literal descriptions of 'what happened'. The mode of the 
divine operation of these wonders is concealed from us even in the 
accounts which convey to us their meaning and their truth. We mis- 
understand the nature of historical testimony if we insist on a literalist 

1 The word used here for 'wind* is TTVOTJ, which, though it can mean *wind\ 
'breeze' (as here and at Job 37.9, LXX) primarily means 'breath'; St Luke doubtless 
intends a reference to Gen. 2 7, LXX: 6 6c6s . . . cvc<f>vav)0v eis- TO Trpoowrrov avrov 
irvor)v ftoTjy (cf. John 20 22). God breathes the breath of life into his new creation. 
At Acts 17.25 TTVOTJ appears again in the sense of 'breath*. 
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interpretation of the brilliant Lucan or Johannine presentations of the 
truth of history. 

The theological scheme which underlies St Luke's itemizing of the 
original threefold unity of resurrection, ascension and outpouring of the 
Spirit is based upon current rabbinic patterns. Rabbinic Judaism re- 
garded the Feast of Pentecost as the anniversary of the giving of the 
Law on Sinai, which was reckoned as having taken place on the fiftieth 
day after the exodus. It was on the day of Pentecost th#t the Old 
Covenant was sealed and 'the Church in the Wilderness' (Acts 7.38) 
was constituted. These things are a foreshadowing of the New Covenant 
of Jesus Christ and the foundation of his Church. It is on the day of 
Pentecost, the fiftieth day after 'the exodus' which Christ accomplished 
in Jerusalem (Luke 9.31), that the Spirit is poured out from on high, 
the apostles receive the seal of the Spirit and the Church. of Christ is 
constituted. The Pentecostal Law is fulfilled in the Pentecostal Spirit; 
thejires of Sinai are replaced by ,the jire of the Spirit's presence. As 
John Keble correctly interpreted the Lucan typology, 

The fires that rushed on Sinai down 

In sudden torrents dread, 
Now gently light, a glorious crown, 

On every sainted head. 1 

Moses is the type of Christ; his work foreshadows Christ's, and the 
Covenant with Israel is the prefiguring of the New Covenant now made 
with a new Israel. The type of the events from the death of Jesus to the 
coming of the Spirit is summarized by St Stephen in Acts 7.34-38. 
Moses, who had heard the affliction of his people in Egypt, came down 
to deliver them. Israel, however, rejected Moses, whom God sent to be 
both a ruler and a deliverer^ or judge (Sucacmfc). Yet, having wrought 
wonders and signs, he led them forth through the Red Sea (cf. Luke 
9.31) and through the forty years' wanderings in the wilderness. This 
was the very Moses who himself had predicted that God would raise 
up a prophet like himself (Deut. 18.15, 18), that is, Jesus Christ. Christ 
had wrought his exodus-wonder at his resurrection from the dead, and 
he had shown the signs of his living presence to his apostles during 
forty days. When the forty years are accomplished in the Wilderness, 
Moses was taken up ('assumed') into heaven, according to rabbinic 
theology; after the forty days of his appearings are accomplished, 
Jesus ascends into heaven (cf. Luke 9.51, his avaX^fjufi^ assumptio). 
The new Moses has completed the work which was prefigured by the 
old. We find in Heb. 12.18-29 a comparing and contrasting of the 
1 'When God of old came down from heaven', English Hymnal, 158. 



St Luke's Typology 1 1 9 

Covenant made amidst the fearful fires and convulsions of Sinai with 
the making of the New Covenant and the constituting of 'the general 
assembly and Church of the firstborn who are enrolled in heaven'; 
but the coming of the Law is not in this passage contrasted with the 
coming of the Spirit. Indeed, Auct. Heb. differs from St Luke perhaps 
most markedly in the fact that he rarely employs language about the 
Holy Spirit. 1 

It would therefore seem that a good deal of 'theologizing' lies behind 
the Lucan Pentecost story; the latter conveys profound Christian truth 
under the form of a straightforward historical narrative. But the truth 
behind the story, namely, that after the exaltation of Christ the pouring 
out of the Spirit from on high took place, is the plain historical truth, 
although the Lucan account in Acts 2 is not a literally true story; 
the literal truth of 'what happened' is not recoverable by us, because 
the biblical writers, even St Luke, are not chroniclers of the literal. The 
events as they took place so utterly transcended the normal, everyday 
happenings which human language is capable of describing that they 
could not adequately be recounted in human words at all, and yet they 
are communicable in the wordless language of the Christian experience 
of the Holy Spirit. It is as if St Luke himself is trying to tell us this in 
his account of the speaking with tongues on the day of Pentecost 
(Acts 2.5-1 1). The sounds uttered by the apostles, upon whom the Spirit 
had come, were not rational syllables and words at all, and yet the 
effect was as if every man of whatever language heard in his own tongue 
the declaration of the mighty works of God. The truth of the coming 
of the Spirit is too utterly transcendent to be described in human words; 
yet the Spirit's coming is the very reality which renders human words 
unnecessary. There are no language barriers which can thwart the 
revealing power of the Spirit, and there is no 'problem of communica- 
tion' that the Spirit cannot solve. St Luke regards 'speaking with 
tongues' (glossolalia) as an unmistakable sign of the gift of the Spirit 
(Acts 2.4; 10.46; 19.6) and as a symbol of the reversal of that confound- 
ing of speech which is the result of human sin. Pentecost is Babel 
in reverse: the parable of the Tower of Babel in Gen. 11.1-9 tells of 
how, because of pride, men had lost their ability to speak with one 
another; they had no common language because they were not bound 
together in common obedience to God's will. St Luke seeks to show how 

1 Apart from three references to the Holy Spirit's speaking through the Scriptures 
(3.7; 9.8; 10.15), there are in the whole of the Epistle to the Hebrews only four 
references to the (Holy) Spirit (2.4; 6.4; 9.14; 10.29) just enough to shew that the 
author is familiar with this way of speaking about the activity of God, yet few enough 
to shew that a very profound presentation of Christian truth can be adequately made 
with a different vocabulary. 
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God wills to re-create mankind in one great family, united in one coven- 
ant of love through Jesus Christ, speaking one universal language of 
the Holy Spirit of God. The audience which listened to St Peter on the 
day of Pentecost was, of course, entirely Jewish (with some proselytes), 
but they were Jews of the Dispersion who spoke the languages of their 
countries of sojourn. Later m Acts, St Luke will show that there is an 
outpouring of the Spirit upon Gentiles as well as upon Jews; the 
Cornelius episode (Acts 10) represents the Gentile Pentecost. The Holy 
Spirit falls upon those who hear the word preached by St Peter, and they 
receive the Spirit and speak with tongues before they are baptized: 
this means that the Holy Spirit, taking the initiative, clearly indicates 
God's intention that the Gentiles should be members on equal terms 
with Jews of the new divine community (10.44-48; 11.17f.). The 
Messiah's baptism of Holy Spirit was universal (Acts 11.16 m its con- 
text), and thus the prophecy of Joel 2.28 was fulfilled: God had poured 
out his Spirit upon all flesh. 

THE 'PERSONALITY' OF THE HOLY SPIRIT 
To ask whether m the NT the Spirit is a person in the modern sense 
of the word would be like asking whether the spirit of Elijah is a person. 
The Spirit of God, is, of course, personal; it is God's SuW/zi? in action. 
But the Holy Spirit is not a person existing independently of God; it 
is a way of speaking about God's personally acting in history, or of the 
Risen Christ's personally acting in the life and witness of the Church. 
The NT (and indeed patristic thought generally) 1 nowhere represents 
the Spirit, any more than the SuW/xt? or ao<f>la of God, as having 
independent personality. This does not mean that the Spirit is only a 
temporary mode of God's self-revelation or activity; on the contrary, 
the Spirit is one of God's permanent ways of being God. llv^v^a is the 
form of the activity of the transcendent God within history from the 
creation to the consummation. It is no arbitrary choice of words which 
is made by St Luke when he equates Trvtvpa and SiW/xt? (e.g. Luke 
1.17, 35, 24.49; in the last reference nvcOfia is virtually defined as 
'power from on high'). Even St Luke's most 'personified' ways of 
speaking of the Spirit must be understood as a biblical contrivance 
for avoiding having to say that God did this or said that. For instance, 
when he writes, The Holy Spirit said, Separate me Barnabas and Saul' 
(Acts 13.2), he means nothing other than that God revealed his will to 
a prophet or prophets (cf. 13.1). We may recollect that St Luke could 

1 The ancient Church, including the Nicenc Fathers themselves, 'did not attribute 
to the Spirit (as the Anans did) a personality separate from the personal life of 
God' (H. B. Swete, The Holv Spirit in the Ancient Church, 1912, 376). 
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also write, Therefore also the aofaa of God said, I will send unto 
them prophets and apostles . . .' (Luke 11.49). 

What is the relation between Christ and the Holy Spirit? As we have 
noted, Christ is not identified with Trvcvfia Ocov as he is with ao</>ta 
f>, \6yos 0ov and SuW/xi? @ou, although in the Old Testament 
is a personification of the divine activity of the same order as 
vofaa, Xo-yos and Swains. With the doubtful exception of II Cor. 3.17 
the NT never says that Christ is the Spirit of God. Apart from the 
reasons suggested above there is also the fact that the Gospels represent 
the Spirit as operating upon Jesus and Jesus as working by the Spirit. 
It was necessary therefore to draw a distinction between Christ and the 
Spirit, particularly during the days of his flesh. But after the resurrection 
this distinction becomes blurred, and the NT writers do not attempt to 
distinguish between the operation of the Risen Christ and the operation 
of the Holy Spirit. Christ himself comes in the coming of the Spirit. St 
John can write, 'He (the Paraclete) will come to you' and 'I will come 
to you' as if both sentences mean the same thing (cf. John 16.7, etc., 
with 14.18, 28). The Spirit who interprets the Scriptures is none other 
than the Risen Lord himself (Luke 24. 1 3-35 ; John 1 4 26 ; 1 6. 1 3f. ; II Cor. 
3.17f ); the Trapdoors (tradition) of the Church is actually shaped 
and guided by the Spirit of the Risen Christ that apostolic napdooms 
which was even now being written down in what eventually became 
known in the Church as the Scriptures of the New Testament. Christ 
was speaking through the Spirit the 'many things' which his disciples 
could not bear (understand, receive) in the days of his flesh (John 16.12- 
15; 14.26). The Spirit of Christ, who is the Lord of the Church's 
Trapdooms, is also the Spiritus Interpres Scripturae of the Old Covenant. 
The Jews, though they diligently read their Scriptures in all their syna- 
gogues, do not understand what they read (II Cor. 3 12-18; cf. Mark 
12.24; John 5.37-47; Acts 8 30f.); it is as though a veil has been thrown 
over the scriptural truth, like the veil worn in their synagogues when the 
Scriptures are read. It performs the same function as the veilwhich Moses 
had to put over his face when he came forth from God's presence to 
speak with Israel (Ex. 34). In the Jewish synagogue this veil remains 
unlifted to this day; but in the Christian Church it is done away in 
Christ. Just as Moses took off the veil when he returned into the pres- 
ence of Yahweh (Ex. 34 34), so the veil is removed from the Scriptures 
when a man turns to Christ (II Cor. 3.16). Christ is the interpreting 
Spirit 6 oe Kvpios TO Uvevfid cmv' ov oc TO TTWujU-a Kvplov, cXcvdcpia 

(3.17). Paul is not here concerned with the niceties of Trinitarian defini- 
tion but with the problem of the interpretation of Scripture; and there- 
fore we cannot use the verse as if it were a considered pronouncement 
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about the relation of Christ and the Spirit. What Paul is saying is that 
the Spirit (of Christ) is Lord of the Scriptures, and where the Spirit 
reigns there is full liberty of interpretation; we are no longer fettered 
by 'the letter' (cf. 3.6), i.e. the literalism which deadens. Now Christians 
are metamorphosed in the image of the Lord (Jesus) himself from one 
level of glory to another by the operation of the Kvpios /Ii/cfyia (3.18) 
a unique phrase which can only mean 'the Spirit of the Christus 
regnans\ 

The Spirit is declared to be both the Spirit of God and also the Spirit 
of his Son (Gal. 4.6), or of Jesus (Acts 16.7), or of Jesus Christ (Phil. 
1.19). In I Pet. 1.11 the Spirit of Christ is said to have testified before- 
hand to the sufferings of (the historical) Christ. In a passage like Rom. 
8.9-1 1 St Paul can speak alternatively of the Spirit of God and the 
Spirit of Christ, obviously meaning the same thing. There are not two 
Spirits, a Spirit of God and a Spirit of Christ; there is only one Spirit. 
This is because of the unity of Christ aijd the Father (John 10.30; 
17.11, 22, etc.), not, of course, the abstract unity of mathematical 
identity, but the personal unity of mind, attitude and intention which 
is presupposed by the conception of God's incarnation of himself in 
Christ. It is not merely that the Spirit of God was in the human Jesus, 
for God's Spirit is in all those to whom he testifies that they are the 
adopted sons of the Father (Rom. 8.14-17); the Spirit is the Spirit of 
Christ, not merely the Spirit in Christ. Christ sends the Spirit (John 
15.26; 16.7), or is associated with the Father's sending of the Spirit 
(John 14.16, 26): the Spirit proceeds (cWopciferat) from the Father 
(John 15.26), and although nofihoque clause is found, it is clear that 
the 'double procession' (from the Father and the Son) is intended by 
the Fourth Evangelist. The Spirit has no independent existence apart 
from the Father and the Son, whereas the Son is the Son of the Father. 
Thus the Father may be said to be (in the language of the patristic age) 
the principle or source of deity: Pater estfons totius Trinitatis. 

The New Testament formulates no doctrine of the Trinity, but its 
threefold doxological and liturgical formulae (e.g. Matt. 28.19; II Cor. 
1.21f.; 13.14; I Pet. 1.2; Jude 20f.; Rev. 1.4-6) sufficiently demonstrate 
that the apostolic Church worshipped one God in Trinity and Trinity 
in unity. The one true God of the old Jewish faith, the God of Abraham, 
Isaac and Jacob, had now acted in a new way: what was involved was 
not (so to speak) an enlargement of God, but an enlargement of man's 
revealed knowledge of God not the taking of two other 'persons' into 
the divine society, but the revelation of God's different ways of being 
God, now understood (but only within the mystery of faith) for the 
first time. There is in the NT no hint of a Scvrcpos 9c6s, or 
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distinct from the God of the OT revelation, nor is there any problem at 
all of 'reconciling' the divinity of Christ and of the Spirit with Jewish 
monotheism. Christ and the Spirit are equally God in his self-deter- 
mined modes of operation in the creation, redemption and sanctification 
of the world. They are co-equally God, yet at the same time the Father 
(as we have learned through Christ to call the very principle and source 
of deity) is the primary way of God's being God, to which the other 
ways are subordinate (John 14.28; I Cor. 15.24-28): Christ receives his 
authority and co-equal divinity from the source of deity, i.e. from the 
Father (Matt. 28.18; John 3 35; 13.3; 172; Acts 2.36; I Cor. 15.27; 
Eph. 1.10, 20-22; Phil. 2.9f.; Heb. 1.2; 2.8; I Pet. 3.22; Rev. 5.12f., etc.). 
The very word 'Son' implies derivation, subordination and dependence; 
and yet it also asserts identity of substance and therefore co-equal 
divinity. Though it is a metaphor drawn from human existence, it is 
the most adequate word to express the relation of Christ to the Father, 
not only in his incarnate life but in his essential being. The God of the 
NT revelation is Father, Son and Holy Spirit, one God, now made 
known to us through his historical and personal self-disclosure in the 
three permanent and essential ways of his being God. In every activity 
of each of the three 'persons' of the Godhead it is always the one-and- 
the-same God who acts; this NT principle was subsequently formulated 
in Catholic theology by means of the formula: opera Trinitatis ad extra 
sunt indivisa. That is to say, the personae must not be rigidly separated 
from one another and identified with particular divine functions (e.g. 
creating, redeeming, sanctifying), for all the personae act in every divine 
work. The later Catholic doctrine of co-inherence (perichoresis) is in 
full accord with NT statements about the activities of the 'persons' of 
the Godhead. Thus, for instance, St Paul does not distinguish between 
the Exalted Christ as Intercessor and the Spirit as Intercessor: compare 
Rom. 8.26 with Rom. 8.34. If there is a difference here, it is chiefly one 
of emphasis: the Spirit intercedes within us, even in our most inarticu- 
late groanings, while Christ intercedes for us 'at the right hand of God'. 
Similarly in the Fourth Gospel the Son has returned to his Father's 
dwelling-place, while the Spirit continues his work here below in the 
Church. Christ intercedes for his disciples (14.16; 17.9, 15, 20), though 
he does not need to do so, because the Father loves them already 
(16.26f.); and it is said in I John 2.1 that 'we have an advocate 
(TrapaKXrjTos) with the Father, Jesus Christ the righteous'. But in the 
Fourth Gospel the Holy Spirit is distinctively called the Paraclete, and it 
must therefore be supposed that the activity of intercession is considered 
to be a function of the Spirit, although the intercession of the Spirit is 
not mentioned specifically in the Fourth Gospel. In such ways as these 
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the NT clearly regards the work of the ascended Christ and the work 
of the Holy Spirit as inseparably and indivisibly the activity of the one 
God, whose age-long plan for man's redemption and restoration is now 
made known, as in a mystery, to the enlightened eyes of those who 
believe in Christ. 



THE REINTERPRETED MESSIAHSHIP 



WHEN once we have shaken off Ihe liberal presuppositions 
which have dominated so much New Testament research 
from Harnack to Bultmann, we recognize that the assump- 
tion that Jesus himself thought out (humanly speaking) the problem of 
his own existence and taught the answer to his disciples makes far better 
sense of the historical evidence than all the attempts of the liberal 
critics to explain the evidence away. As we shall see, our Lord's brilliant 
reinterpretation of the old Jewish images of the Messiah makes it quite 
clear that he understood his mission to be that of gathering the new 
Israel into the Church of the Messiah. 

'CHRIST' 

The word x/^oro? is the verbal adjective used in LXX to translate 
Heb. meshiah ('anointed'). The latter is applied in the OT to anyone 
specially appointed by God to a theocratic function, e.g. kings and 
priests Even a Gentile prince like Cyrus could be so described 
(Isa 45.1). The high priest is 'the anointed priest' (Lev. 4.3, 5, 16; 6.22). 
It is, however, the king of Israel who is par excellence 'the Lord's 
Anointed', and David in particular is regarded as the type-ideal. When 
the historical kingship came to an end, the liturgical use of the Psalms 
kept the idea fresh and perhaps even suggested the coming in the future 
of a Messianic King in whom the ideal should be perfectly embodied ; 
but the term is never used technically in this sense in the OT. 1 We find 
descriptions of the Ideal Ruler who is to come (e.g. Isa. 9.6f.; 11.1-10; 
Jer. 23. 5f.; Ezek. 34.23f.), but we do not find him spoken of as 'the 
Messiah'. According to Charles 2 the word is first found in this technical 
sense in the Similitudes of Enoch (48.10; 52.4), which he dates c. 94-79 
B.C. It appears again in Pss. Sol. (c. 40 B.C.) at 17.36 and 18.6, 8; also in 
II (4) Esd. 7.29 and 12.32, and in Apoc. Baruch 29.3; 30.1 ; 39.7; 40.1 ; 
70.9; 72.2. The NT bears plentiful evidence of its general use in this 
sense in our Lord's day (Mark 8.29; 12.35; 13.21 ; Luke 2.26; John 1.20, 
25, etc.). 

The expectation of a Messiah from the house of Judah is firmly 

1 Cf. R. H. Charles, The Book of Enoch, 1893, 136. * Ibid. 
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grounded in the OT; it rests upon promises made to David by God 
(II Sam. 7, esp. v. 16: Thy throne shall be established for ever'; cf. in 
Ps. 89 the reference to God's covenant with David, vv. 28, 34, 39). 
God's fidelity to his promise to David is a common theme among the 
prophets (Amos 9.1 1 ; Hos. 3.5; Micah 5.2; Isa. 9.7; 11.10; 16.5; 37.35; 
Jer. 23.5f.; 33.15ff.; Ezek. 34.23f.; 37.24f.; Zech. 12.7ff.). The expecta- 
tion of the advent of a Davidic figure in fulfilment of these very clear 
prophecies is continued beyond the OT period; cf. Ecclus. 47.11; 
I Mace. 2.57, and especially Ps. Sol. 17 a remarkable prophecy of a 
Messianic King who shall be David's son. The NT provides evidence 
that the coming of a Davidic Messiah was normal rabbinic teaching in 
the first century A.D. : 'How say the scribes that the Christ is the son of 
David?' (Mark 12.35). It is clear from St Mark's narrative that when 
blind Bartimaeus hails Jesus as 'Son of David' a Messianic salutation is 
intended (Mark 10.47f.). 

It is truly astonishing, in view of the weight of OT prophecy concern- 
ing the Davidic Messiah, how little the NT makes of the matter. The 
evangelists represent Jesus as the new Moses, the new Joshua, the new 
Elijah, and so on; but there is perhaps only one pericope in the tradi- 
tion which sets forth Jesus as the new David, viz. the Walking through 
the Cornfields on the Sabbath (Mark 2.23-28). Jesus defends the behavi- 
our of his disciples by reference to David's precedent in I Sam. 21.1-6; 
perhaps the story is intended as a type-fulfilment of 'what David did'. 
The Johannine mention of Jesus's crossing of the brook Kidron (John 
1 8. 1) is altogether too obscure to be understood as a fulfilment of II Sam. 
15.23. The NT writers lay no stress upon the Davidic kingship as a 
type of Christ's. In this they are doubtless following the teaching of their 
Lord, who must have been embarrassed by the nationalistic sentiments 
attached to the notion of a Davidic Messiah. In his teaching in the Temple 
Jesus seems to repudiate the idea altogether, quoting Ps. 1 10.1 to prove 
that David's son could not be David's Lord (i.e. the Messiah) (Mark 
12.35-37). The Messiah is incomparably greater than any earthly king, 
and the Messianic kingdom is not to be reduced to the dimensions of a 
merely Davidic empire (cf. John 6.15; 18.36). Jesus claims indeed to be 
King of the Jews (Mark 15.2), but he has rejected every worldly notion 
of kingship and seeks no earthly crown ; and when David's son came 
to David's city (Mark 11.10) to claim his rightful rule, the promised 
'throne of David' (Luke 1 .32) turned out to be a cross outside the city's 
wall. The new David was no conqueror come to restore the kingdom to 
Israel (Acts 1.6) but the righteous lowly one, riding upon an ass (Zech. 
9.9; Mark 11.7). Thus it comes about that almost the only detail of the 
scriptural prophecies in which the New Testament writers are interested 
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is the question of the descent of Jesus from the royal line of David. 
Whatever Jesus himself may have implied about this in the saying 
behind Mark 12.35-37, the apostolic Church unquestionably held the 
Davidic descent to be an article of faith (perhaps Rom. 1.3 is part of an 
early credal hymn); cf. especially Matt. 1.1, 20; Luke 2.4, 1 1 ; John 7.42; 
Rom. 1 .3 ; II Tim. 2.8 ; Rev. 5.5 ; 22. 16. The actual title 'Son of David' is 
used several times by Matthew (9.27; 12.23; 15.22; 20.30f.; 21.9 and 15) 
but is found in Mark and Luke only at Mark 10.47f.=Luke 18.38f. 
and nowhere in John. It is particularly important for Matthew's 
Jewish apologetic that Jesus was born in Bethlehem (Matt. 2.1) of the 
lineage of David (Matt. 1.20). 

For a brief time, in certain quarters at least, the expectation of a 
Messiah from the house of Judah gave place to that of one from the 
house of Levi. We find it most clearly enunciated in the Testaments of 
the Twelve Patriarchs, which R. H. Charles considered to have been 
written after the accession of John Hyrcanus and before his breach with 
the Pharisees (i.e. between 137 and 107 B.C.). 1 According to the Pharisaic 
author, the Messiah is an impressive figure and he will be priest, king 
and prophet; cf. Test. Reub. 6.7-12; Test. Levi 8.14; Test. Jud. 
24.1-3; Test. Dan 5.10f.; Test. Jos. 19.8-12. After the breach with the 
Pharisees this expectation perished, and in the first century B.C. addi- 
tions were made expressing the hope of a Messiah from Judah. 2 The 
expectation of a Messiah from Levi was extinct by NT times and has 
left no traces in the NT, though other influences from the Testaments 
of the Twelve Patriarchs are strong. In the canonical literature Ps. 110 
is perhaps the only passage which looks for a non-Davidic Messiah, 
although we cannot be sure of its original form or date. If Maccabean, 
it may refer to an actual ruler, such as Simon, or to an ideal prince of the 
Hasmonean dynasty as yet unborn. This ruler, described as 'my lord', is 
seated at God's right hand and rules from Zion in the midst of his 
enemies; he is to be 'a priest for ever, after the order of Melchizedek' 

1 R. H. Charles, Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha, II, 289. 

2 Charles, op. cit., 294. It should, however, be noted that scholarly opinion is 
increasingly of the opinion that Charles has misinterpreted the evidence of Test. XII 
Pat. and that the Testaments in fact assert a doctrine of two Messiahs, one from the 
priestly tribe of Levi and one from the royal line of Judah. The Essene doctrine 
(for such it appears to be) of Two Messiahs develops a tendency which was as old 
as the recognition of 'the two sons of oil' (i.e. anointed ones) of Zech. 4.14, viz. 
Joshua the prince and Zerubbabel the high priest (cf. Haggai 1.14; 2.4f.). The Qum- 
ran sect held the doctrine of two Messiahs ('the anointed ones of Aaron and Israel', 
1 QS ix. 10f.; Caster, SDSS, 15, 67, 108), and the Damascus Document attests the 
same expectation, if K. G. Kuhn is right in thinking that two Messiahs are in fact 
implied in the phrase 'the coming of the Messiah of Aaron and Israel' (CD xii. 23; 
xiv. 10; xix. 10; cf. xx. 1) in its original form. But the doctrine of Two Messiahs has 
left no trace on the NT, and the latter reflects the normal expectation of the Jews of 
our Lord's day. On the whole question see K. G. Kuhn, 'The Two Messiahs of 
Aaron and Israel* (reprinted from NT Studies I, 1954-5, in Stendahl, S/VT, 54-64). 
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(cf. Gen. 14.18) i.e. he is no more a Levitical Messiah than he is a 
Davidic one; he will strike down many kings and judge among the 
nations. Whatever the original meaning of the Psalm, it is one of the 
scriptural testimonia most frequently alluded to in the NT 1 and it is 
understood to prefigure a kingship and a priesthood of Jesus Christ 
which utterly transcend anything contained in the current Jewish 
expectation of a Davidic Messiah. This is, of course, precisely the point 
of Jesus's own employment of it in Mark 12.35-37. The writer to the 
Hebrews fashions out of it his elaborate argument concerning the 
derivation of Christ's high priesthood (Heb. 5-7). 

THE SON OF MAN: EZEKIEL AND DANIEL 

In the Gospels 'Son of Man' is the favourite designation of Jesus for 
himself; the phrase occurs eighty-one times in the Gospels and is found 
in all the principal 'sources' (Mark, Q, M, L and John). In every 
instance it is used by Jesus of himself (John 12.34 is hardly a true 
exception). Outside the Gospels it occurs only once in the NT, viz. 
Acts 7.56 (apart from the Old Testament quotations in Heb. 2.6; Rev. 
1.13; and 14.14). We have no clear evidence that the title was in use as 
a synonym for the Messiah when Jesus began to use it of himself 2 
The interpretation of 'Son of Man' is therefore of the first importance 
for our understanding of our Lord's teaching concerning his own 
person and mission 

In the Old Testament 'son of man' (Heb. ben adam or, synonymously, 
ben 'enosh) is a Semitism for 'man' ; e g Ps 84, 'What is man that thou 
art mindful of him, and the son of man that thou visitest him?' The 
expression, however, does not appear frequently, except in Ezekiel, 
where the prophet uses it (ben 'cnosh) more than ninety times as a 
designation of himself. No explanation of its meaning is vouchsafed, but 
it seems to indicate the dignity of the otherwise insignificant person 
whom God has condescended to address: 'Son of man, stand upon 
thy feet, and I will speak with thee' (Ezek. 2.1). The Aramaic form 
bar 'enash occurs in Dan. 7.13; in late Aramaic (second century A.D.) 
the form bar nash simply means 'man' or 'one' (as in 'on dit\ ''man sagt\ 
'one feels'). If this usage may be presumed to belong to the first century 
also, then it might be argued that Jesus used the phrase to refer modestly 
to himself; e.g. Luke 9.58, 'I have nowhere to lay my head'. This 
suggestion may be dismissed for two good reasons First, it is incredible 
that the bi-lmgual Mark (and other translators) should have perpetrated 
the howler of translating the phrase by o f vio$ TOV dvOpwTrov, as much a 



1 C. H. Dodd, Ace. Scrip. 34f , 120f. 

2 The expression *son of man' has not thus far been found in the Qumran litera- 
ture. 
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barbarism in Greek as 'son of man 9 is in English. St Mark and the 
others must have understood the phrase to be a terminus technicus, and 
they rendered it literally because there was no Greek equivalent. 
Secondly, there are grave theological difficulties in the way of supposing 
that Jesus meant, for example, that man as such has power on earth 
to forgive sins (Mark 2.10) or is Lord of the divine institution of the 
Sabbath (Mark 2.28); if Mark had thought that Jesus meant this, he 
could have made him say so quite easily. It may well be, however, 
that the expression contains an overtone of the meaning of Man as 
such, man par excellence, as in the Johannine sense of "78e, 6 avOpwiros 
(John 19.5): bar nasha* might mean 'the Man', and as such it might 
have been a name for the Messiah. But we are on uncertain ground 
here. 

Apart from Ezekiel the only other OT passage which is of great 
importance in this regard is Dan. 7.13f. : 4 I saw in the night visions, and 
behold, there came with the clouds of heaven one like unto a son of 
man, and he came even to the Ancient of Days, and they brought him 
near before him. And there was given him dominion, and glory, and a 
kingdom, that all the peoples, nations and languages should serve him : 
his dominion is an everlasting dominion, which shall not pass away, 
and his kingdom that which shall not be destroyed.' The human figure 
('one like unto a son of man') contrasts strongly with the 'four great 
beasts' which preceded it, a lion, a bear, a leopard and the strong and 
terrible unnamed beast with ten horns. Each beast represents one of the 
successive pagan empires which had oppressed the Jews, and the fourth 
is the Greek Seleucid Empire. Antiochus Epiphanes is the persecutor 
who arises after the ten kings (the ten horns): 'he shall speak words 
against the Most High, and shall wear out the saints of the Most High : 
and he shall think to change the times and the law' (7.25). After he has 
been judged and disposed of (7.26), 'the kingdom, and the dominion, 
and the greatness of the kingdoms under the whole heaven, shall be 
given to the people of the saints of the Most High: his kingdom is an 
everlasting kingdom, and all dominions shall serve and obey him' 
(7.27). The human figure represents Israel, which, after the oppression 
of the pagan empires that culminated in Antiochus's attempt to abolish 
the Torah, now receives from God ('the Ancient of Days') the rule over 
all the other nations of the world in perpetuity. There is no suggestion 
here of an actually existing Messianic Son of Man, for the figure of 
'one like unto a son of man' is only a symbol representing Israel in the 
imagery of the seer's dream, just as the beasts had symbolized the pagan 
empires. There is no Messiah, unless we say that Israel is the Messianic 
community. All that we have and it is of the utmost importance in 



130 The Reinterpreted Messiahship 

the development of NT theology is a striking piece of visual symbolism 
foretelling the downfall of the last and most terrible of the oppressors 
and the giving of world dominion to the suffering nation of Israel 
('the people of the saints of the Most High'). As we saw in Chapter 4, 
it lies behind Jesus's conception of God's giving the kingdom to the 
'little flock' of those whom he was calling to become the new people of 
the saints of the Most High. 

THE SON OF MAN: ENOCH AND n (4) ESDRAS 
In the Similitudes of Enoch 1 'the Anointed' is identified with the Son 
of Man. But scholarly opinion is divided whether the work provides 
evidence that in the days of our Lord the title 'Son of Man' was an 
accepted designation of the Messiah, indicating a particular type of 
Messiah (heavenly or supernatural). R. H. Charles held that 'the 
influence of Enoch has been greater than that of all the other apocryphal 
and pseudepigraphical books taken together' on the New Testament 
writers, 2 and on the continent of Europe it is still widely assumed that 
the concepts found in Enoch formed the religious background of the 
Jews of Palestine in the time of our Lord. On the other hand, J. Y. 
Campbell has argued that 'the evidence of the Book of Enoch is quite 
inadequate to prove anything at all about Jewish Messianic expecta- 
tions, or Messianic titles, in the time of Jesus.' 3 

The Similitudes proclaim the coming of a new heaven and a new 
earth and the establishment of the Kingdom of God through the agency 
of the Anointed, who is the heavenly Son of Man, a supernatural being, 
not of human descent at all, Davidic or other. He sits on God's throne 
(I Enoch 51.3; 62.3, 5; 69.27, 29) and possesses universal dominion 
(62.6); all judgment is committed to him (61.9; 69.27; cf. John 5.22, 27). 
Charles thought that Jesus took over both the conception and the 
expression 'Son of Man' from this source but transformed it by recon- 
ciling it to its apparent antithesis, the Isaianic Servant of Yahweh, with 
some influence from Dan. 7, which in Charles's view is the ultimate 
source of the designation 'Son of Man'. 4 Jt is true that reigning, judging, 
revealing and succouring the righteous are all elements in the Gospel 
picture of the Son of Man; and yet it is equally true that the latter 

1 The Similitudes constitute chh. 37-71 of I Enoch (to be distinguished from II 
Enoch, or Book of the Secrets of Enoch), or the Ethiopian Enoch as it is sometimes 
called, since it survives (except for Greek and Latin fragments) only in an Ethiopic 
translation of a Greek version of a Hebrew or Aramaic original. 

2 The Book of Enoch, 41. 

3 JTS, Vol. XLVIII, 1947, 146-8; see also Campbell's art. 4 Son of Man' in TWBB, 
230ff., and E. Sjoberg, Der Menschensohn im Athiopischen Henochbuch, Lund, 1946, 
esp. Kap. II, 40ff. C. H. Dodd endorses Campbell's judgment, Ace. Scrip., 116f. 

4 The Book of Enoch, Appendix B, 312-17. 
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picture is a long way removed from the fantasies of Enoch. There is no 
saying of Jesus in the Gospels which echoes any phrase from that 
compilation, and there is no reason at all to think that Jesus had 
ever read the work, whether or not we think that Paul or the Johannine 
writer may have done. On the other hand it seems highly probable that 
Jesus was much influenced by the Danielic vision of the giving of the 
kingdom to the people of the saints of the Most High, a vision which 
itself is far removed from the fully developed Enochian conception of 
the heavenly Son of Man. Charles thought that the latter was developed 
out of the Daniel passage, while Mowinckel thinks that Dan. 7.13f. and 
the Similitudes have a common background. 1 There is a considerable 
difference between 'one like unto a son of man' as a poetic symbol of 
the people of Israel and the pre-existent heavenly Messiah of Enoch ; 
but it may be that one or both conceptions can be traced back to the 
ancient myth of the Primal Man. 2 

It is possible that the same ancient, non-biblical myth of a Primal 
Man lies behind II (4) Esd. 13 (in the Apocrypha), in which 'Ezra' 
dreams that he sees 'as it were the likeness of a man' come up from the 
sea (13.3); all the nations of the earth assemble to make war upon him 
(13.5), but he graved himself a great mountain and flew up upon it 
(13.6); a 'flood of fire and flaming breath' came out of his mouth and 
annihilated the assembled armies (13.10f.). The man then came down 
from the mountain and assembled another multitude, a peaceable one 
(13.13). The interpretation of the vision is given in 13.20ff.: the man 
from the sea is 'he whom the Most High hath kept a great season' for 
the deliverance of his creation (13.26): 'the days shall come when the 
Most High will begin to deliver them that dwell upon the earth. . . . 
And one shall think to war against another, city against city, place 
against place, people against people and kingdom against kingdom. 
And it shall be, when these things shall come to pass, and the signs shall 
happen which I shewed thee before, then shall my son be revealed, 
whom thou sawest as a man ascending' (13.29-32). The nations shall 
gather against him, but he shall stand on Mount Zion, 'the mountain 
graven without hands' (13.36). 'And this my Son shall rebuke the 
nations . . . and he shall destroy them without labour (i.e. effortlessly) 
by the law, which is likened unto fire' (1 3.37f.). The 'peaceable multitude' 
turns out to be the ten tribes of Israel which had been deported by 
Shalmaneser in 722 B.C., whom the Most High had preserved miracul- 
ously in 'another land* (13.39-50). 

1 See Gosta Lindeskog in The Root of the Vine, ed. A. Fridrichsen (1953), 15n.; 
S. Mowinckel, He that Cometh, Chap. X. 

2 See J. M. Creed, art. 'The Heavenly Man', JTS, Vol. XXVI, 1925, 113-36. 
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Again, nothing more than the most general parallels can be dis- 
cerned between this fanciful conception and the idea of the Son of Man 
in the Gospels; it is of little help in determining what Jesus could have 
meant by the title and it has had little influence upon the development 
of NT thought (its date cannot be much before A.D. 70 at the earliest). 
It is generally agreed that the so-called 'Ezra Apocalypse' (or 4 Esdras), 
i.e. II Esd. 3-14 in the Apocrypha, was originally written in Hebrew and 
therefore records an aspect of Palestinian thought; but it would be 
highly conjectural to assume that its distinctive ideas were congenial or 
even familiar to Jesus and his disciples. It supplies no evidence for the 
view that "Son of Man 9 was a usual appellation for the Messiah amongst 
the Jews, although 'the Anointed' who will come as Judge (12.32) is 
doubtless the same figure as the Man from the Sea who is called 'my 
Son' (13.37, 52; cf. 7.28; 14.9). Some degree of 'Christianizing' must 
have taken place in the transcription of the work as we now have it 
(e.g. 7.28f.); but the vision of the Man from the Sea owes nothing to 
Christian sources. The sea is a symbol of mystery (13.52), long familiar 
in legend (Tiamat, Tehom), and the figure who comes from it is simply 
called 'the Man' : it is this Man who effects the deliverance of the lost 
tribes of Israel. He is nowhere actually called 'Son of Man'. His gather- 
ing together of scattered Israel is perhaps the closest parallel to the 
work of the Son of Man in the Gospels (cf. Luke 19.10; 15.4; Matt. 
10.6; 15.24; John 11.52). It would seem that neither the Similitudes of 
Enoch nor the Ezra Apocalypse is of much help in the attempt to 
discover the 'sources' of the conception of the Son of Man in the 
Gospels, and that therefore we must fall back upon the teaching of the 
canonical prophets (including Daniel); as we shall see, it is not necessary 
to look beyond these for the raw materials out of which the Gospel 
figure of the Son of Man is constructed provided, of course, that there 
is a highly original mind which is capable of selecting and re-interpret- 
ing what is there to hand. 

SON OF MAN IN THE GOSPELS 

There are three kinds of Son-of-Man sayings attributed to Jesus in 
the Synoptic Gospels. 1 First, there are the sayings in which he seems to 
be referring to himself as Son of Man at the time of speaking; e.g. 
Mark 2.10, 28 (the sayings about the Son of Man's power to forgive 
sins and lordship over the Sabbath); Mark 14.41; Matt. 8.20=Luke 
9.58 ('not where to lay his head'); Matt. 1 1.19=Luke 7.34 ('The Son of 
Man came eating and drinking'); Matt. 12.32=Lukc 12.10 ('speak a 

1 See the admirable analysis in R. H. Fuller, The Mission and Achievement of 
Jesus, 95ff., which has been followed here; and cf. R. Bultmann, Theology of the 
New Testament, I, 30. 
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word against the Son of Man'); Matt. 13.37 ('He that soweth the good 
seed is the Son of Man' : cf. 13.41); Luke 19.10 (The Son of Man came 
to seek and to save'). (It will be noted that all Streeter's four 'sources' 
are involved.) There is thus plentiful evidence that Jesus referred to 
himself during his ministry as the Son of Man : perhaps those hearers 
who had not penetrated the mystery of his person took bar nasha to be 
a modest reference to himself, and nothing more; others, more under- 
standing, would realize that something deeper was implied. Bultmann 
explains away this whole class of sayings as a simple mistranslation of 
bar nasha; the difficulty of such a view is that the author of St Mark's 
Gospel spoke Aramaic as his mother tongue. 

The second class of sayings refers to the coming sufferings and 
resurrection of the Son of Man. It consists of the Marcan predictions 
of the passion (Mark 8.31; 9.12, 31; 10.33, 45; 14.21) together with 
Luke 17.25 (which identifies the glorious Son of Man of the parousia 
with the suffering Son of Man of the passion ; see the preceding verses), 
Luke 22.22 and 24.7. Again Bultmann dismisses the whole class, this 
time on the grounds that they are prophecies after the event. We may 
admit that the form in which St Mark has written his group of predic- 
tions of the passion is affected by his knowledge of the way in which 
they were fulfilled (especially the details of 10.33f.); we may also admit 
that Jesus did not have a superhuman pre-view of the future events in 
detail. But we may nevertheless hold that his study of the OT prophets 
had (humanly speaking) led him to perceive that the Servant of the Lord 
would have to suffer before he triumphed, and from the moment of his 
own acceptance of the role of the Servant-Messiah at his baptism he 
knew that he must die. His study of the OT combined with his experi- 
ence of preaching the Kingdom of God had led him to the knowledge 
that before the Son of Man could be glorified he must first suffer many 
things and be rejected of his generation (Luke 17.24f.). There is no 
ground for dismissing (with Bultmann) the predictions of the passion as 
the subsequent invention of the Hellenistic Church. There are several 
strongly 'Semitic' passages which shew that Jesus himself expected to 
be rejected, to suffer and to die, before he could bring his work to its 
triumphant conclusion, e.g. Luke 9.31; 12.50; 13.32f.; a Hellenistic 
community could have invented such passages only if it had been 
deliberately fabricating Aramaic 'antiques'. As we shall see, the idea 
of suffering is an essential ingredient in Jesus's conception of the Son 
of Man, and it is therefore most probable that he taught his disciples 
that the Son of Man must suffer, and furthermore that he himself must 
suffer because he was the Son of Man. The report of the dismay which 
the disciples felt when they first encountered this revolutionary doctrine 
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is very good evidence of the historicity of the matter: why should the 
Hellenistic community have gone to the length of fabricating the story 
of Peter's rebuke (Mark 8.32f.), if Jesus had in fact never provoked it? 
The episode is poor Gemeindetheologie, but it has the authentic historical 
ring. 

The third group of Son-of-Man sayings is the eschatological one in 
which the future glory of the exalted and triumphant Son of Man is 
affirmed. Again all four 'sources' of the Synoptic Gospels are involved: 
Mark 8.38; 9.9; 13.26; 14.62; Matt. 12.40=Luke 11.30; Matt. 24.27= 
Luke 17.24; Matt. 24.37=Luke 17.26; Matt. 24.44-Luke 12.40; 
Matt. 10.23; 13.41; 19.28; 24.39; 25.31; Luke 17.22, 30; 18.8. 
(R. H. Fuller regards as editorial Matt. 16.28; 24.30; Luke 12.8). 1 
Bultmann allows that this group of sayings emanates from Jesus him- 
self, but argues that he did not identify himself with the eschatological 
Son of Man, who is always referred to in the third person ; the identifica- 
tion was made by the Church at a later date. Even the sure-footed 
Fuller stumbles here and concedes that Jesus did not think of himself as 
Son of Man during his earthly life-time but only as 'Son of Man 
designate' the one who must first suffer and then, and only then, 
will be the Son of Man coming in glory. 2 This view is unacceptable 
because, as we shall see, Jesus used the self-designation 'Son of Man' to 
mean precisely 'a Messiah who suffers according to the Scriptures'; 
the distinctive feature about the Christian, as over against the Jewish, 
doctrine of the Messiah was that the Christ must suffer, and it was pre- 
cisely this conception of Messiahship that the term 'Son of Man' was 
used by Jesus to connote. 'The Son of Man must suffer', said Jesus as 
he taught his disciples: 'the Christ must suffer', said the Christian 
preachers as they proclaimed the scriptural doctrine of the Messiah, 
now fulfilled in Jesus's death and resurrection (Acts 3.18). Moreover, 
as Fuller has pointed out previously, 8 there was no ready-made con- 
ception of the Son of Man current in the days of our Lord, as so many 
continental scholars are still uncritically apt to assume; 4 and therefore 
the term 'Son of Man' must have meant whatever Jesus taught his 
disciples that it meant. They had ready-made ideas about the Messiah, 
which needed radical correction ; that is why Jesus seems somewhat to 
set aside the title 'Messiah' and use instead the designation 'Son of 
Man', into which he could pour a more scriptural content (Mark 
8.29-31). Bultmann's view that Jesus never thought of himself as being 
in any way identified with the eschatological Son of Man follows 

1 Op. c//., 97. 2 Op. cit. 9 103-8. 3 Op. c//., 98. 

4 E.g., E. Stauffer, New Testament Theology, ET, 1955, Chap. 24 and note 317 
on p. 280; also Bultmann, op. c/Y., I, 53, and H. Riesenfeld in The Background of the 
New Testament and its Eschatology, ed. W. D. Davies and D. Daube, 84. 
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naturally from his desire to shew that Jesus had no Messianic conscious- 
ness at all, in order that faith in Christ might be liberated from all 
historical questions, such as whether Jesus considered himself to be 
the Messiah. 1 It is based on modern existentialist philosophy rather 
than on a scholarly consideration of historical evidence, and we need 
not pursue it here. The difficulty about Jesus's references to the coming 
Son of Man in the third person is an artificial one, and the sense of his 
words is not at all obscure. Thus, the meaning of Jesus's reply to the 
high priest's direct question whether he was the Messiah (Mark 14.61 f.) 
would have been: 'Yes, I am the Messiah, as you will realize when you 
see the Son of Man sitting at the right hand of power, and coming with 
the clouds of heaven'; or, possibly, 'Call me "Messiah", if you like that 
term I don't think it very suitable; you will realize who I am when you 
see. . . .' This at least is what St Mark had understood to be the tenor 
of Jesus's confession at the trial, and no adequate reasons have been 
adduced by Bultmann or other critics to lead us to think that they have 
better information on the point. 

A radical re-interpretation of current Jewish notions about the 
Messiah is involved in the Son-of-Man conception in the Gospels, and 
it was made necessary by the deep spiritual insight expressed in the 
phrase 'the Son of Man must suffer'. It can hardly be doubted that 
the scriptural basis of this insight was Isa. 53 and the recognition that 
the suffering Servant of the Lord there depicted is a prophecy of the 
Messiah. Once this insight has been attained, other scriptural passages 
would also be adduced, especially Pss. 22 and 69. The whole passage 
Isa. 52.13-53.12, including almost every phrase of it, echoes through 
the New Testament the Synoptists, John, Acts, Paul, Heb. and I 
Peter. 2 'Son of Man' is a title which the NT writers regarded as inter- 
changeable with 'Servant' (cf. the use of oagcti/ in John 12.23 with 
Isa. 52.13 (LXX); cf. Acts 3.13, etc.). 3 The Son of Man goeth [to 
suffering] even as it is written of him' (Mark 14.21), because the Son 
of Man is the Servant of the Lord. 4 A brilliant new synthesis of OT 
themes had been effected, not merely as a new theological teaching, 
but as the programme of action for the ministry of Jesus. According to 
Bultmann, however, Jesus himself was entirely unaware of it, and the 
credit for this profoundly original reinterpretation of OT theology 
must go to some unnamed theological teacher of the Hellenistic Church 

1 Op. ci/., 26. 

2 C. H. Dodd, Ace. Scrip., 94; sec list of passages quoted in NT on pp. 92-4; also 
for Ps. 22, pp. 97f.; Pss. 31 and 34, pp. 98f.; Ps. 69, pp. 57-9, 96f.; Ps. 119, pp. 99f. 

3 Cf. Dodd, op. cit., 92n. 

4 That the Marcan suffering-rising Son-of-Man sayings are influenced by Isa. 53 
is well argued by R. H. Fuller, The Mission and Achievement of Jesus, 56-8. 



136 The Reinterpreted Messiahship 

before St Paul was converted. Jesus held only the conventional 
'Enochian' notions about the Son of Man, current in his day, and the 
real originator of the Christian doctrine of the Christ is some anonym- 
ous genius who explained the new theology to the Church after the latter 
had already spread to the Hellenistic world. Bultmann, in fact, does not 
even trouble to look for a theological innovator of genius; he is content 
to say vaguely that 'the reinterpretation of the (Jewish Messiah-Son-of- 
Man) concept was done not by Jesus himself but by the Church ex 
eventu'. 1 But the brilliant theological interpretation which we find in the 
NT is not the work of a 'community'. The bold new teaching about the 
Son of Man, i.e. a Messiah who should suffer, was the original work of 
Jesus himself, and no other plausible suggestion has ever been put 
forward. 

THE CORPORATE SON OF MAN 

In his notable book The Teaching of Jesus, T. W. Manson suggested 
that in the mind of our Lord the 'Son of Man was primarily a corporate 
personality rather than an individual. Jesus conceived it to be his mis- 
sion to create the people of the saints of the Most High, to whom the 
kingdom should be given (cf. Luke 12.32). Thus, as in the Danielic 
simile of 'one like unto a son of man', a group or remnant of the 
righteous would be implied. Jesus expected his disciples to endure the 
sufferings of the Son of Man, but in the end he was crucified, not 
between James and John, who had begged the positions of privilege 
on his right hand and on his left in his glory (Mark 10.37), but between 
two thieves; and thus in the end Jesus was left alone to bear the part 
of the Son of Man. 2 The suggestion is by no means implausible, as 
Jesus might well have understood the figure of the Isaianic Servant to 
represent the righteous remnant rather than an individual. The difficulty 
would be to prove that Jesus ever thought this way, in view of the fact 
that the Gospel-tradition was formed by those who had come to see in 
Jesus alone the true delineaments of the Son of Man. There is, how- 
ever, as we shall see, a profound New Testament truth embodied in the 
conception of the corporate Son of Man, and it arises out of the life 
and teaching of Jesus himself. 

The grandeur and originality of Jesus's doctrine of the Son of Man 
lies in the way in which the present lowly person, who has not where to 
lay his head, and who is about to be rejected and to suffer a shameful 
death, is nevertheless not a different person from the Son of Man who 
will be seen sitting at the right hand of God the 'my lord' of Ps. 

1 Op. cit., 31: 

2 T. W. Manson, The Teaching of Jesus, 1931, 232. See also his article 'The Son of 
Man in Daniel, Enoch and the Gospels* in Bulletin of the John Rylands Library. 
Vol. XXXII, 1950, 171-93. 
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1 10.1 and coming with the clouds of heaven (Mark 14.62) in the glory 
of his Father with his angels, rendering to every man according to his 
deeds (Matt. 16.27). The Son of Man, who is come to seek and to save 
that which is lost, the Shepherd-Redeemer of the Israel of God (Luke 
19.10; 15.3-7; Ezek. 34.16), is none other than the Judge who presides 
at the last great controversy of Yahweh with rebellious humanity, 
sitting on the throne of his glory for the judgment of the nations, the 
Shepherd-Ruler who separates the sheep from the goats (Matt. 25.31f. ; 
Ezek. 34.17) and gives the kingdom to the saints, the blessed of the 
Father, for whom it was prepared from the foundation of the world 
(Matt. 25.34; cf. Dan. 7.13f.; Luke 12.32; 22.28-30). Small wonder 
that un-faith cannot grasp the depth of the paradox of almighty love 
and should seek to separate the lowly from the triumphant Son of 
Man. But the depth of the paradox is not yet exhausted. The Son of 
Man in glory, the judge of all the nations, is not cut off by virtue of his 
triumphant reign from the sufferings and sorrows of the world below; 
he is still the one of whom the Scriptures declared that 'in all their 
affliction he was afflicted' (Isa. 63.9). Nor is it only in the sufferings of 
the elect that he suffers; he is identified with the whole of suffering 
humanity the hungry, thirsty, outcast, naked, sick and imprisoned, 
wherever they are, for he is not simply the Saviour of the Church but 
the Saviour of the world. It is not that he is identified Stoic-fashion 
with 'humanity' in the abstract, but with every single man in his utter 
individuality. 1 It is in this man or this child, whom I can now succour 
or refuse, that I encounter my judge, the Son of Man; we meet Christ in 
the poor wretch who in all his repulsiveness claims our help and pity 
(Matt. 25.35-46). We usually think of the Good Samaritan in the 
parable (Luke 10.25-37) as the Christ-like figure; and indeed, so he is, 
for Jesus 'went about doing good' (Acts 10.38). But in a profounder 
sense the man who fell among thieves is the representative of Christ 
the 'neighbour' who needs my help. It is Christ, the one who is stripped 
and beaten and left half dead, that the Samaritan succoured and took 
care of. This is the heart of Christian dycwnj : 'ye did it unto me'. There 
is no merit in our service, for our best is unworthy of him who did so 
much for us. The poor sufferer whom I help confers a favour on me, 
not I on him, because he shews me Christ, makes Christ real to me, 
enables me to touch, handle, tend and serve Christ. 

Because Christ is the representative of all mankind and is present 

to every living person, therefore persons can be his representatives, 

whether they know it or not, and to receive them means to receive 

Christ himself. This is an application of the very Jewish idea of personal 

1 Cf. Theo Preiss, Life in Christ, ET, 1954, 55. 
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representation, which was later to develop into the institution of the 
shaliach, whereby one person could legally represent and act for 
another person or for a society. 1 But Jesus is not using the conception in 
any legal sense when he names certain classes of persons, who specially 
need his protection, as his representatives, viz. little children and his 
apostles, the former because of their weakness and innocence, the latter 
because of the sufferings and perils which attend the faithful preaching 
of the Gospel (Mark 9.37 and Matt. 18.5; Matt. 10.40-42; Luke 10.16; 
John 13.20; cf. Gal. 4.14; Philemon 17). Every helpless sufferer is a 
shaliach of Christ; the apostles are sheluchim (plural of shaliach) not 
because of any legal appointment to an 'apostolic succession' but be- 
cause they stand helpless 'as sheep in the midst of wolves . . . hated of 
all men for my name's sake' (Matt. 10.16-22). Thus it was that Saul on 
the Damascus road heard the voice of the Lord saying, 'Saul, Saul, why 
persecutest thou meT (Acts 9.4): it has been plausibly argued that 
what is involved in these words is the very essence of the Pauline con- 
ception of the Church as the body of Christ, the number of those 
baptized into Christ, the corporate personality of the Son of Man. 2 

St Paul takes seriously the idea that Christ's disciples must share the 
sufferings of the Son of Man, with whom they have become united 
through baptism into his death (Rom. 6.4f.), and he rejoices to fill up 
those sufferings of Christ which are still required for the sake of his 
body, the Church (Col. 1.24); he conceives of the Church itself as 
participating in the sufferings of Christ (Phil. 3.10) and of Christ's 
sufferings as overflowing into the Church's life (II Cor. 1.5-7; cf. 
Phil. 1.29; Rom. 8.17; Gal. 6.17). Christ and his Church are one body in 
which, if one member suffers all members suffer with it (I Cor. 12.26f.). 
All this is implicit in Jesus's conception of the suffering Son of Man who 
has gathered to himself the faithful remnant of Israel. As has often been 
pointed out, 3 Paul dispenses with the Semitism 'Son of Man' but 
retains the idea; his doctrine that 'we being many are one body in 
Christ' (Rom. 12.5; cf. I Cor. 12.12) is only a development of what is 
implied in the Gospel teaching about the Son of Man, and likewise 
his doctrine of Christ as 'the last Adam' or 'man from heaven' (I Cor. 

1 See further infra, 324f. 

2 Cf. J. A. T. Robinson, The Body, 1952, 58. See also infra, 250f. 

3 E.g. C. H. Dodd, IFG, 243, K. Lake and Foakes Jackson, Beginnings of Christ- 
ianity, I, 1920, 380: 'All the essentials of the eschatological doctrine connoted by 
the apocalyptic Son of Man are found in Paul, but not the phrase itself. Is not this 
because he was too good a Grecian to translate Bar-nasha by so impossible a phrase 
as d vlos rov avdpa>irov, and rendered it idiomatically by 6 avBpavnosl When for 
instance he speaks in I Cor. 14.47 of the second "man" as the Lord from Heaven, 
is he not thinking of the Bar-nasha of Enoch ?' On this last point we prefer to reserve 
judgment. 
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15.45-47) is only another way of presenting the Christian conception 
of the Son of Man. Christ is the 'new man' into whose representative 
personality all 'the saints of the Most High' are incorporated; Paul's 
Christology and his doctrine of the Church meet in the conception of 
Christ as Ben Adam. The new humanity of the axaros *A8dp, is as it 
were the robe which the convert 'puts on' when he is baptized into the 
Church (Col. 3.10f.), just as Christ is the 'perfect man' ('completed 
humanity') into which the Church corporately grows up (Eph. 4.13) 
Thus, Paul's conception of the Christian as being cV Xpicrrw is grounded 
in the basic conception of the Son of Man as taught by Jesus and 
apprehended by primitive Christianity. It is very significant that in 
I Cor. 15.21 Paul uses the simple avOpamos of Christ in connection with 
testimonia which elsewhere are associated with the expression 'Son of 
Man'; 1 this av9po)7ros 9 by whom came the resurrection of the dead, is 
the Christ in whom, in contrast with the old avBpwTros (Adam), all shall 
be made alive (I Cor. 15.21f.); as the triumphant Son of Man, the 
Kvpios of Ps. 110.1, 'he must reign till he hath put all his enemies under 
his feet' (15.25). For Christ is not only the 'inclusive representative' 2 of 
the new humanity; he is also the Lord who sits at God's right hand. 
But Paul is also quoting here another testimonium, viz. Ps. 8.6, where it 
is said of the Son of Man : 'Thou hast put all things in subjection under 
his feet', and where it is the animal creation that is thus subdued : we 
are reminded that m the vision of Dan. 7 it is the empires of the beasts 
which give way to the reign of the saints of the Most High represented 
by the figure of 'one like unto a son of man'. It is perhaps worth recalling 
that all the three OT testimonia concerning the Son of Man which are 
known to have been used by the apostolic Church 8 (Pss. 8.4-8; 80.17; 
Dan. 7.13f.) are references to a corporate figure; they thus fit naturally 
into the New Testament conception of the Son of Man who gathers up 
the new humanity into himself and becomes the climax and culmination 
of the whole long process of creation and re-creation, the last Adam, 
not the man who was formed of the dust of the earth, but the Son of 
Man from heaven (I Cor. 1 5.45-47). 4 

A not wholly dissimilar conception of the corporate Son of Man is 
found in Hebrews. In Heb. 2.6 we find Ps. 8.4 quoted and the expres- 
sion 'son of man' is taken as referring to Christ. The context shews that 
the writer is concerned with the truth that the saints (ot dyiaf o/xevoi) are 
made one with Christ, the sanctifier, through his suffering, death and 

1 So C. H. Dodd, 7R7, 243, cf. Ace. Scrip., 121. 

2 C. H. Dodd's phrase, Ace. Scrip., 119. 

3 C. H. Dodd, Ace. Scrip., 117. 

4 On the Pauline conception of the Church, see infra, 242-58. 
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exaltation (esp. 2.11). The Son of Man, for a little while made lower 
than the angels, is exalted and all things are made subject to him by 
means of those very sufferings through which he brings 'many sons 9 
to glory (2.10): the author of our salvation is made perfect through 
sufferings (. . . rov dpxfjyov rrjs awrrjplas avrwv 8ta 7radrjp,dru)V rcAcuSaai, 
2.10). 'To make perfect' here does not mean to make morally perfect 
one who was formerly lacking moral perfection (though the verb can 
mean this, e.g. Phil. 3.12), for such a meaning would be repugnant to 
Auct. Heb. with his strong sense of the moral perfection of Christ 
(e.g. 4.15; 7.26f.). In the whole context of Heb. 2.5-18 the conception of 
TcXctwms must primarily mean 'wholeness' and 'unity', as at John 17.23 : 
Iva cL<n TeTcAeuo/i&oi el? Iv 'that they may be perfected into one', i.e. 
completely united. This is proved by the words which immediately 
follow, 'Both he that sanctifieth and they that are sanctified are all of 
one' (if wo? 7rdvTs) (2.11). The saints are Christ's brethren (2.12), 
related to him in a flesh-and-blood union that very flesh-and-blood 
which Christ shared with them (2.14). The same conception of the 
T\iwais of the Son [of Man] reappears in Heb. 5.9 and 7.28: the 
perfecting of the Son consists in the gathering to himself of those who 
are being sanctified. Thus, in a non-Pauline type of primitive Christ- 
ianity we find a conception of a corporate Son of Man whose perfection 
consists in bringing 'many sons' to glory in the unity of the Sanctifier 
and the sanctified. 

The doctrine of the Son of Man, as we have found it in the Synoptists, 
St Paul and Hebrews, is developed and expounded by the author of the 
Fourth Gospel in his own characteristic way. He thoroughly under- 
stands the Synoptic teaching concerning Christ's representation in and 
by his disciples, and he gives us his own version of certain Synoptic 
sayings: 'He that receiveth whomsoever I send receiveth me, and he 
that receiveth me receiveth him that sent me' (John 13.20; cf. Matt. 
10.40; Luke 10.16); 'a slave is not greater than his master; if they 
persecuted me, they will also persecute you' (John 15.20; cf. Matt. 
10.24f.; also John 13.16). Unlike Paul, St John does not avoid the 
expression 'Son of Man', using it some thirteen times. C. H. Dodd says 
that 'the term "Son of Man" throughout this Gospel retains the sense 
of one who incorporates in himself the people of God'. 1 The influence of 
Dan. 7.13f. is clear in John 5.25-28: 'he (the Father) gave him authority 
to execute judgment, because he is the Son of Man'; it may be noted 
that the two following verses (5.28f.) shew the influence of Dan. 12.2. 
Again, there are many echoes of the Isaianic Servant of the Lord. 2 
The Servant's mission is to gather Israel to the Lord (Isa. 49.5; cf. 
1 IFG, 248. * Cf. C. H. Dodd, IFG, 246f. 
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John 1 1.52), to be a light of the Gentiles (Isa. 49.6; cf. John 8.12; 12.46). 
The great Johannine themes of exaltation and glorification are brought 
together in Isa. 52.13: LXX, '/Sou, awqact 6 Trals p.ov, *ai u^coflTjcrcrai 
Kal SofaaflTjorcTai a<f>6opa. In the NT u^rda> is the technical term for the 
exaltation of Christ (e.g. Acts 5.31 ; Phil. 2.9); in the Fourth Gospel it 
strikingly becomes a synonym for Christ's crucifixion : 'I, if I be lifted up 
(v*f/(j*6w) from the earth, will draw all men unto myself. But this he said, 
signifying by what manner of death he should die' (John 12.32f.; cf. 
3.14; 8.28; 18.31f.). For St John Christ's crucifixion is his exaltation 
and glorification (12.23; 13.31f.). But the lifting up of the Son of Man 
is the means of drawing all men to him (-rrpos cpavrov, 12.32), the means 
by which the children of God that are scattered abroad are gathered 
into one (11.52), and by which the disciples are perfected into one 
(17.23). In the death, resurrection and ascension of Christ, the Servant 
of the Lord is indeed exalted and glorified, and Dodd is surely right in 
saying that 'it would appear that the evangelist found in the Servant 
of the Lord an embodiment of the people of God, and applied what is 
said of him to the Son of Man, conceived as embodying collectively 
in himself redeemed humanity'. 1 In other words, the Johannine pre- 
sentation of the concept 'Son of Man' is substantially the same as we 
have found it to be in other parts of the NT and, as we saw grounds for 
thinking, as it was originally taught by Jesus himself to his apostles. 
In this as in other matters the suggestion, frequently made, that St 
John elaborately develops primitive Christian doctrine to a degree never 
contemplated by our Lord and his first disciples is a misleading exagger- 
ation. St John clarifies the doctrine and re-states it in his own individual 
way, but he neither adds to it nor subtracts from it; he is not an innova- 
tor or a maker of doctrine, but a faithful and illuminating expositor of 
the tradition which he has received. 

THE GNOSTIC MYTH OF THE HEAVENLY MAN 

We have not thus far mentioned the Gnostic myth of the Man from 
heaven, because we have been able to account for the New Testament 
doctrine of the Son of Man by reference to purely biblical sources. 
Others, notably Bultmann, 2 have held that the New Testament teaching 

1 1FG, 247. The corporate aspect of the Son of Man is stressed in John 1.51 
('Ye shall see the heaven opened, and the angels of God ascending and descending 
upon the Son of Man*), if Dodd is right in seeing here a reference to the angels 
ascending and descending upon Jacob (= Israel) in Gen. 28.12. He quotes C. F. 
Burney (The Aramaic Origin of the Fourth Gospel, 1922, 115): 'Jacob, as the ancestor 
of the nation of Israel, summarizes in his person the ideal Israel in posse, just as our 
Lord, at the other end of the line, summarizes it in esse as the Son of man' (IFG t 
246). 

2 See especially Theology of the New Testament, I, 166f.; also S. Mowmckel, 
He that Cometh, 426-32. 
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exaltation (esp. 2.11). The Son of Man, for a little while made lower 
than the angels, is exalted and all things are made subject to him by 
means of those very sufferings through which he brings 'many sons' 
to glory (2.10): the author of our salvation is made perfect through 

sufferings (. . . rov dpx^yov rijs awrrjplas avr&v 8ta Tra^^ftarcov rcAcuSaat, 

2.10). To make perfect' here does not mean to make morally perfect 
one who was formerly lacking moral perfection (though the verb can 
mean this, e.g. Phil. 3.12), for such a meaning would be repugnant to 
Auct. Heb. with his strong sense of the moral perfection of Christ 
(e.g. 4.15; 7.26f.). In the whole context of Heb. 2.5-18 the conception of 
reAciWis must primarily mean 'wholeness' and 'unity', as at John 17.23 : 
u/a coat TercAciaj/ieW eij Iv 'that they may be perfected into one', i.e. 
completely united. This is proved by the words which immediately 
follow, 'Both he that sanctifieth and they that are sanctified are all of 
one' (*f cvos Trams) (2.11). The saints are Christ's brethren (2.12), 
related to him in a flesh-and-blood union that very flesh-and-blood 
which Christ shared with them (2.14). The same conception of the 
rcXciwais of the Son [of Man] reappears in Heb. 5.9 and 7.28: the 
perfecting of the Son consists in the gathering to himself of those who 
are being sanctified. Thus, in a non-Pauline type of primitive Christ- 
ianity we find a conception of a corporate Son of Man whose perfection 
consists in bringing 'many sons' to glory in the unity of the Sanctifier 
and the sanctified. 

The doctrine of the Son of Man, as we have found it in the Synoptists, 
St Paul and Hebrews, is developed and expounded by the author of the 
Fourth Gospel in his own characteristic way. He thoroughly under- 
stands the Synoptic teaching concerning Christ's representation in and 
by his disciples, and he gives us his own version of certain Synoptic 
sayings: 'He that receiveth whomsoever I send receiveth me, and he 
that receiveth me receiveth him that sent me' (John 13.20; cf. Matt. 
10.40; Luke 10.16); 'a slave is not greater than his master; if they 
persecuted me, they will also persecute you' (John 15.20; cf. Matt. 
10.24f.; also John 13.16). Unlike Paul, St John does not avoid the 
expression 'Son of Man', using it some thirteen times. C. H. Dodd says 
that 'the term "Son of Man" throughout this Gospel retains the sense 
of one who incorporates in himself the people of God'. 1 The influence of 
Dan. 7.13f. is clear in John 5.25-28: 'he (the Father) gave him authority 
to execute judgment, because he is the Son of Man'; it may be noted 
that the two following verses (5.28f.) shew the influence of Dan. 12.2. 
Again, there are many echoes of the Isaianic Servant of the Lord. 2 
The Servant's mission is to gather Israel to the Lord (Isa. 49.5; cf. 
1 JFG t 248. 2 Cf. C. H. Dodd, 7FG, 246f. 
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John 1 1.52), to be a light of the Gentiles (Isa. 49.6; cf. John 8.12; 12.46). 
The great Johannine themes of exaltation and glorification are brought 
together in Isa. 52.13: LXX, '/Sou, ow^aet 6 irals p,ov, Kal U^CU^O-CTCH 
teal SogaaOjvcrcu a<f>68pa. In the NT v0ow is the technical term for the 
exaltation of Christ (e.g. Acts 5.31 ; Phil. 2.9); in the Fourth Gospel it 
strikingly becomes a synonym for Christ's crucifixion : 'I, if I be lifted up 
(iH/fa)Ow) from the earth, will draw all men unto myself. But this he said, 
signifying by what manner of death he should die' (John 12.32f.; cf. 
3.14; 8.28; 18.31f.). For St John Christ's crucifixion is his exaltation 
and glorification (12.23; 13.31f.). But the lifting up of the Son of Man 
is the means of drawing all men to him (npos cpavrov, 12.32), the means 
by which the children of God that are scattered abroad are gathered 
into one (11.52), and by which the disciples are perfected into one 
(17.23). In the death, resurrection and ascension of Christ, the Servant 
of the Lord is indeed exalted and glorified, and Dodd is surely right in 
saying that 'it would appear that the evangelist found in the Servant 
of the Lord an embodiment of the people of God, and applied what is 
said of him to the Son of Man, conceived as embodying collectively 
in himself redeemed humanity'. 1 In other words, the Johannine pre- 
sentation of the concept 'Son of Man' is substantially the same as we 
have found it to be in other parts of the NT and, as we saw grounds for 
thinking, as it was originally taught by Jesus himself to his apostles. 
In this as in other matters the suggestion, frequently made, that St 
John elaborately develops primitive Christian doctrine to a degree never 
contemplated by our Lord and his first disciples is a misleading exagger- 
ation. St John clarifies the doctrine and re-states it in his own individual 
way, but he neither adds to it nor subtracts from it; he is not an innova- 
tor or a maker of doctrine, but a faithful and illuminating expositor of 
the tradition which he has received. 

THE GNOSTIC MYTH OF THE HEAVENLY MAN 

We have not thus far mentioned the Gnostic myth of the Man from 
heaven, because we have been able to account for the New Testament 
doctrine of the Son of Man by reference to purely biblical sources. 
Others, notably Bultmann, 2 have held that the New Testament teaching 

1 1FG, 247. The corporate aspect of the Son of Man is stressed in John 1.51 
('Ye shall see the heaven opened, and the angels of God ascending and descending 
upon the Son of Man'), if Dodd is right in seeing here a reference to the angels 
ascending and descending upon Jacob (= Israel) in Gen. 28.12. He quotes C. F. 
Burney (The Aramaic Origin of the Fourth Gospel, 1922, 115): 'Jacob, as the ancestor 
of the nation of Israel, summarizes in his person the ideal Israel in posse, just as our 
Lord, at the other end of the line, summarizes it in esse as the Son of man' (JFG t 
246). 

2 See especially Theology of the New Testament, I, 166f.; also S. Mowmckel, 
He that Cometh, 426-32. 
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has been infected by Gnostic speculations concerning the 'heavenly 
Man'. According to this widespread oriental myth a heavenly light- 
being has been cast out of the celestial realm, either because he was 
vanquished in combat or because of his folly. He fell down to earth 
and the original unity of his personality was shattered into a myriad 
fragments (i.e. human selves) and the fragments are now imprisoned 
in the lower regions (i.e. this world) in evil matter (i.e. human bodies). 
Subjected to the demonic rulers of this world-age, from which they 
could be liberated only by the destruction of the demonic Kingdom, 
men (the fragmented Man) forget their heavenly origin and home. 
The Gnostic redeemer, however, who is another light-being sent by 
the highest God, comes down from heaven to set men free by imparting 
gnosis. He is sometimes described as the 'son' or 'image' of the most 
high god in heaven. He dispenses the sacraments by which men are 
purified and their forgotten knowledge of the world of light is revived; 
he communicates the secret pass-words by means of which the soul at 
death on its journey towards the realms of light may safely elude the 
hostile planetary guardians of the heavenly spheres, who are agents of 
the demonic powers. During his earthly sojourn the heavenly Man 
disguises himself in human form, so as to escape recognition by the 
hostile demonic rulers of this world, but, of course, he does not really 
endure privation or suffering. Often the myth is syncretistically absorbed 
into local mystery-cults, as when the Gnostic redeemer is identified 
with Attis, the Phrygian cult-deity. In much the same way Bultmann 
considers that Hellenistic Christianity has been invaded by Gnostic 
motifs, which are noticeable in Paul, but much more powerfully influ- 
ential in the writer of Colossians-Ephesians and in the author of the 
Fourth Gospel. Paul's 'second man from heaven' (6 fevrcpos avdpwTros 

ef ovpavov, I Cor. 15.47) Or o cnovpdvios (15.48); the vco$ avBpwrros 

of Col. 3.10 or the avr^p reActo? of Eph. 4.13; and the Johannine Son of 
Man who descends from and ascends into heaven (John 3.13; 6.62, 
etc.), are all NT versions of the Gnostic myth of the heavenly Man. 
C. H. Dodd agrees as regards the Johannine Son of Man, at least to 
the extent of thinking that the Fourth Evangelist is attempting to con- 
vey Christian truth in a form which the higher paganism would find 
congenial and comprehensible. 1 

Against all such contentions the following points may be advanced. 
First, the literature to which Bultmann and Dodd appeal for their 
reconstruction of the Gnostic myth of the heavenly Anthropos or of the 

1 Cf. IFG, 244: "The ^0*9 aXyBtvtv is what Philo calls apx^rvirov </>WTOS. It is, in 
other words, the Platonic idea of light. It is no long step from that to say that for 
John the Son of Man is the aXyOwos dvOpwiros, the real or archetypal Man, or the 
Platonic Idea of Man.' (See supra, 68 ) 
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'higher paganism' (i.e. the Corpus Hermeticum) is a century or more later 
in date than the Fourth Gospel and is itself likely to have borrowed 
from Christian sources; the only first-century literature to which Bult- 
mann appeals is the NT itself, and this is capable of a simpler explana- 
tion. There is no real evidence for the existence of 'the Gnostic myth' 
in the first century A.D. Secondly, the Pauline (including Colossians- 
Ephesians) and Johannine conceptions of the Son of Man as the body of 
Christ or the perfected unity of the disciples of Christ are, as we have 
seen, legitimate expositions of what the original teaching of Jesus had 
already contained, while the teaching of Jesus concerning the Son of 
Man is derived (humanly speaking) from his profound meditation 
upon OT themes. The doctrine of the NT can be explained without 
recourse to an hypothesis, for which no independent evidence exists, 
about the Gnostic myth; Occam's razor here applies: entia non sunt 
multiphcanda. Thirdly, we have no reason to question that Paul and 
John, like other Christian thinkers and teachers in a missionary 
situation, would strive to solve 'the problem of communication' by 
using language and thought-forms which their audience or readers 
would understand; some of the formal expression of their teaching may 
doubtless be accounted for in this way. Opinions are likely to differ on 
the question of degree. But there is a difference toto caelo between using 
the language of Hellenism and syncretistically enlarging or adulterating 
the kerugma with it. There remains all the difference in the world be- 
tween the Gnostic redeemer of the Poimandres and the historical Son of 
Man of the Gospels, who had not where to lay his head; and if it should 
appear that Daniel, Enoch, Philo and Poimandres all have a common 
ancestor in the primitive myth of the Urmensch or Primal Man of 
Iranian religion, the difference would not be diminished in the slightest 
degree. Indeed, there is no cause for surprise, if we take seriously the 
truth of the Incarnation, in the discovery that the incarnate Son should 
wear his human clothes with natural ease, as though they had been 
made for him as indeed in the age-long purpose of God they had been 
prepared for the day of his coming. But a long process of 'demytho- 
logizing' the ancient legends had been going on in the history of Israel, 
and that is why the biblical picture of the Son of Man is so far removed 
from the Gnostic myth of the Anihroposv$> far as eschatology and 
justification are removed from the cosmology of the planetary spheres 
and the abracadabra of secret pass-words. No syncretism is possible 
between such opposites, as the Catholic Church discovered in the long 
struggle with Gnostic heresy after the close of the NT period. The 
difference can be summed up very briefly: in the Gnostic myth Man is 
the divine principle substantially and eternally identical with the sum of 
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the souls of men scattered but predetermined to salvation. In the 
thought of Jesus the Son of Man freely identifies himself with each of 
the wretched ones by an act of substitution and identification, and he 
will gather them together at the last day. ... It is essential that the 
Son of Man, that is, Man, is not identified with humanity as a whole 
Jesus is unfamiliar with this Stoic concept but with each man. Thus 
it is not at all a question of an identity of substance between the primal 
Man and the totality of his scattered members but of a sovereign act of 
self-identification.' 1 

THE SIGN OF THE SON OF MAN 

It remains only to piece together the answer to the question of the 
source materials out of which the conception of the Son of Man was 
fashioned in the mind of our Lord. Here we must exercise the utmost 
restraint, because it is above all things necessary to avoid giving the 
impression that we are classifying Jesus as 'a religious genius' or a 
'prophet' or something of the kind. Anything in the nature of a 'psycho- 
logical approach' is to be strongly deprecated. We are only asking what 
the evidence of the Gospels shews us about the sources used by our 
Lord in the fashioning of his doctrine of the Son of Man, that is, his 
conception of his own ministry and mission. If we reject the view that 
he adopted the current notions of speculative apocalyptic or that he 
was influenced by oriental-Gnostic mythology, we must give reasons 
for preferring an alternative explanation, viz. that it was out of biblical 
materials that Jesus fashioned his interpretation of his own person and 
work. There is nothing incongruous with belief in the divinity of the 
Son of God if we think that, because our Lord was truly incarnate, his 
mind worked as a human mind, thinking human thoughts and working 
with the ideas of other human minds, although we do not presume to 
give a psychological account of his mental processes. We do not think 
of him as a kind of biblical critic of the first century, analysing the OT 
into elements which could be regarded as 'acceptable' and then synthes- 
izing them into a reconstructed theology. A better, though still imper- 
fect, analogy would be that of a painter holding his palette, full of rich 
colours of every clashing shade; out of them all, the mind of the artist 
creates a new and beautiful combination of shades: the colours were all 
present on the palette, so that in a sense the picture was there too. 
Yet it was not there; it did not exist until the creative imagination of the 
artist took the colours but not all of them, and not in equal quantities 
and blended them into a pattern of meaning. So Jesus fashioned the theo- 
logy of the NT out of the many-coloured insights and mysteries of the OT. 

* Th6o Preiss, Life in Christ, 53. See also infra, 247. 
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The evidence would seem to shew that Jesus preferred 'Son of Man' 
to 'Messiah' as a designation for himself, not because he did not regard 
himself as fulfilling the prophecies of the Scriptures concerning the 
Lord's Anointed, but because the title was so open to misconception. 
'Son of Man', on the other hand, was a term which could be made to 
carry the meaning which Jesus wanted to pour into it. It had been 
Ezekiel's title for himself as the Lord's servant, to whom he had con- 
descended to speak and to reveal his truth, as indeed he spoke to all 
'his servants the prophets' (Amos 3.7). Our Lord thought of the OT 
prophets as themselves personally representing and foreshadowing 
that Messianic Servant of the Lord whose coming they foretold: 
Isaiah was himself the type of the 'ebed Yahweh whose glory and 
humility he foretold (Isa. 9.6f.; 11.1-9; 53, etc.; nothing was known of a 
'second' or a 'third' Isaiah); Jeremiah in his faithful witness and stead- 
fast endurance under persecution was a type of the Righteous King of 
whom he wrote (Jer. 23 5); Ezekiel was the sign given by God to his 
generation, and he spoke of the Shepherd-Servant who would save the 
flock of God (Ezek. 34.23); Daniel, who suffered for righteousness' sake, 
had foretold the giving of the Kingdom to 'one like unto a son of man' 
who had suffered much tribulation but was to be exalted (Dan. T.lSf.). 1 
It was from the general picture of the Lord's Servant, whom the OT 
prophets had delineated and represented in their person and work, 
that our Lord derived his conception of the Son of Man, that is, his 
understanding of his own character, call and destiny. The alternation 
between the Lord's servant as an individual and as a community is 
present in the thought of Jesus, exactly as it is in the OT writings; it 
was easier for the Hebrew mind than it is for us to understand how 
Israel could be an individual patriarch and also a nation that was like 
the sand of the sea in number; the Hebrew doctrine of personality 
allows for the truth that all men are 'in Adam' or 'in Christ', while yet 
they remain themselves, in a way in which we, with our modem notion 
of rigidly separated selves, find difficult to understand. 

The choice of the actual term 'Son of Man' is not hard to explain. 
Jesus regarded himself, as Ezekiel had regarded himself (Ezek. 12.6; 
24.24), as a sign to his generation. The sign of the Son of Man indicated 
to those who would 'hear' that God's purpose of salvation was about to 
be accomplished. The Book of Ezekiel was accepted as canonical by 

1 Cf. C H. Dodd, Ace. Scrip., 1 17n : To say, as if often said, that the OT knows 
nothing of a suffering Son of Man is inaccurate.' He is referring to Dan. 7.]3f. 
Nor should we forget Daniel himself (in Dan. 2 and 6, etc ) as a type of Christ: he 
suffers and is vindicated, and Isa. 53 could fittingly be applied to him. We must put 
aside all modern critical notions when we try to understand how Jesus would have 
read the OT. 
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Judaism from about 200 B.C. (cf. Ecclus. 49.8); and Ezekiel came to be 
regarded, along with Moses, Elijah and Elisha, as in a special sense a 
shaliach of God as no other prophet was. All four were held to have 
done things (notably raising the dead : Ezekiel appears to be credited 
with the working of a resurrection on the evidence of Ezek. 37.1-14) 
which in the normal course of events are the work of God himself. 1 
But, because of the deviations of the Book from the Mosaic Law, it was 
later forbidden to be read by any Jew under thirty years of age, 2 and it 
only narrowly escaped the fate of being classed as an apocryphal book. 
But it nevertheless had a great influence upon many Jews, especially of 
the apocalyptic school; its influence upon the author of the Revelation 
of St John is considerable. Jesus himself was deeply influenced by it; 
his parables of shepherding are clearly inspired by his meditation upon 
Ezek. 34. The 'son of man' who was 'set for a sign unto the house of 
Israel' (Ezek. 12.6) becomes merged in true Hebrew fashion with the 
Tsaianic Servant of the Lord and with the other prophetic types of 
the Messiah who was to come; he corporately gathers and represents the 
Israel of God; indeed, he is the Israel of God, the recreated humanity 
of the new Adam, the Man in whom the image of God is perfectly 
restored. The work of the Good Shepherd, the gathering together of the 
scattered flock (Ezek. 34.12-16), the congregation of the Lord, the 
people of the saints of the Most High, has now begun and is the real 
meaning of the existence and mission of the Church of Jesus Messiah ; 
but it cannot come to its fruition until that day when the Son of Man in 
glory sits in judgment on the nations and the Shepherd-Ruler separates 
the sheep from the goats (Matt. 25.31f.; Ezek. 34.17). 

1 Cf. Strack-Bill., in, 5f. 2 Jerome, Praefatio ad Ezech. 



THE CHRISTOLOGY OF THE 
APOSTOLIC CHURCH 



MESSIAH' and 'Son of Man' are titles which would carry 
no meaning outside Jewish circles: Paul the missionary, 
writing to his Gentile converts, uses 'Christ' almost as a 
proper name, and never uses 'Son of Man' at all. There were, however, 
other designations of Jesus which would sound perfectly intelligible 
in Gentile ears, especially 'Son of God* and 'Lord'. Indeed, Bousset 
held that the title 'Son of God' was first given to JCSUL by the Hellen- 
istic community, and Bultmann thinks that, though it was used by the 
original Jewish-Christian Church, it was 'simply a royal title', meaning 
nothing more than 'Messiah' in the undeveloped sense of the expected 
Son of David. 1 The evidence, however, hardly admits of such simple 
conclusions. 

'SON OF GOD' 

In the Hellenistic world, where the distinction between the divine and 
the human was generally blurred, 'son of God' could mean little more 
than a very good man (cf. Mark 15.39 with Luke 23.47: 'a son of God' 
means simply 'a righteous man'). The world was full of 'divine men' 
(0etoc avopcs) who claimed to be sons of God and who sometimes were 
actually worshipped as manifestations of deity (cf. Acts 8 10; 12.22; 
14.1 If.; 28.6). And, of course, the Emperor was divifilius. The basis of 
such language is the old Greek belief in men's physical descent from the 
gods; kings, philosophers, priests and righteous men were what they 
were in virtue of their divine ancestry (cf. Acts 17.28). It need hardly be 
stressed how wide a gulf separates all such thinking from the biblical 
belief in man's creation by God. It is exceedingly unlikely that any 
Christians, even Hellenistic ones, would have begun to call Jesus 'the 
Son of God' because they had mistaken him for one of the Greek 
'sons of God' of the type of Simon Magus or Elymas, still less of the 

1 See W. Bousset, Kvnos Christos, 1913, ET, 1921, 52ff.; R. Bultmann, Theology 
of the New Testament, I, 50; for a critical refutation of such views see R. H. Fuller, 
The Mission and Achievement of Jesus, 80-95; V. Taylor, The Names of Jesus, 1953, 
59-65. 
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type of Caligula or Herod Agrippa (cf. Acts 12.22), or of the wandering 
Stoic philosophers. The kerugma of the NT documents is evidence that 
no such misconceptions had arisen. But it may well be that the title 
'Son of God' was widely employed in the Gentile churches because it 
was intelligible to a Gentile congregation; sound instruction about its 
Christian meaning would have been given. It is prominent in the Fourth 
Gospel, Paul, Heb. and the Epistles of John. It does not occur in the 
Pastorals, James, I and II Pet. (except in the quotation at II Pet. 1.17), 
II John, Jude; in Rev. only at 2.18 and in Acts only at 9.20 (Paul 
preached that Jesus is the Son of God) and in the quotation from Ps. 2.7 
at 13.33. V. Taylor rightly points out that in John, Paul and Heb. it 
occurs in passages of a strongly doctrinal character and seems to be 
associated with teaching rather than with worship: 'the first Christians 
fervently believed in "the Son", but they invoked "the Lord".' 1 

The meaning of 'Son of God' in the NT is based, as we shall see, on 
its distinctive use in the OT. Four types of usage are found there, though 
the phrase is not at all frequent. In the old mythological conception 
angels are 'sons of God' (Gen. 6.2; Job 1.6; 38.7): the question of their 
obedience is of cardinal importance. Secondly, the king is occasionally 
called God's son, e.g. II Sam. 7.14, 'I will be his father, and he shall be 
my son.' The most important example of this class, judging by the 
frequency of the allusions to it in the NT, is Ps. 2.7, 'Thou art my son; 
this day have I begotten thee.' This is doubtless a Hebrew adaptation 
of a Babylonian hymn for the enthronement of the king; the latter 
re-enacts the part of the Primal Man who was the first ruler of the 
world (cf. Gen. 1.26-28; Ps. 8); but in the Hebrew version the king is 
king by adoption and not by procreation. 2 In this Psalm the Lord's 
Anointed, the king set upon the holy hill of Zion, is declared to be God's 
son (cf. also Ps. 89.26f.). It need hardly be added that the obedience of 
the king to the divine law was the criterion by which the reality of his 
kingship was to be measured: a disobedient king was not a king at all. 
Thirdly, in the later literature righteous men are called sons of God 
(e.g. Ecclus. 4.10; Wisd. 2.18; Pss. Sol. 13.8 ; 17.30; 18.4; cf. Luke 6.35; 
Matt. 27.43), because they render the obedience of sons. Lastly, but by 
no means of least importance, Israel is spoken of as God's son : 'Israel 
is my son, my first-born' (Ex. 4.22); 'When Israel was a child, then I 
loved him, and called my son out of Egypt' (Hos. 11.1). As throughout 
the OT the characteristic excellence of a son consists in obedience to his 
father's will, so at the very call (or adoption) of Israel, the promise of 
obedience is made (Ex. 24 7); so Pharaoh had been told, 'Let my son 
go, that he may serve me' (Ex. 4.23). The prophets lament Israel's 
1 Op. cit., 57. 2 See A. Bentzen, King and Messiah, 16-20. 
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disobedience and consequent failure to fulfil this vocation to divine 
sonship. An interesting illustration of the biblical conception of sonship 
is to be found in Jesus's parable of the Two Sons in Matt. 21.28-31. It 
follows from this Hebraic view of sonship as obedience so strongly 
emphasized in the Wisdom books that the basic definition of a son of 
God, whatever it might have been before the prophetic work of demyth- 
ologizing the old cult-legends had begun, becomes 'one who does the 
righteous will of God'. It is this Hebraic doctrine which reappears in the 
NT teaching concerning the Sonship of Christ, and which is hardly 
likely to have been the invention of 'the Hellenistic community'. 

The idea of the Fatherhood of God is not prominent in the OT, 
though it is not entirely absent (e.g. Deut. 32.6; Ps. 103.13; Isa. 63.16; 
64.8; Mai. 3.17); it is rather that Yahweh is the Father of Israel as a 
nation than that the individual Israelite was in the habit of thinking of 
God as his Father. There is therefore something original and distinctive 
in the teaching of Jesus about God as the Father of each individual 
disciple. Jesus did not, of course, teach the liberal protestant notion 
that God is Father of all men qua men and that all men are therefore 
brothers (Harnack's 'essence of Christianity'); God is Father only of 
those who have by faith and repentance entered into his reign and 
accepted the obedience of sons. 1 Men may become sons of God in 
virtue of the unique Sonship of Christ, not through any moral endow- 
ments or exertions of their own. The distinctive teaching of Jesus about 
God as the Father of individual believers arises out of his own unique 
consciousness of sonship. He himself was wont to address God as 
'abba ('Father') in the same way as a son would address his earthly 
father. This was not the practice within Judaism in the days of Christ; 
the Jew would address God liturgically as 'abbi ('my father'), but would 
not use the familiar 'abba.* But the use by Jesus of the intimate 'abba 
(Mark 14.36; cf. Luke 11.2, RV) left such an indelible impression on 
the minds of his disciples that it even survived translation into Greek 
(Rom. 8.15; Gal. 4.6). Though the Gospels are reticent upon the sub- 
ject of the inner life of Jesus, they leave us in no doubt about his con- 
sciousness of his own special relation to the Father. The use of 'abba 
makes it difficult to deny that Jesus thought of himself as uniquely 
God's Son or to suppose that the Church derived the idea of his Son- 
ship from any other source than Jesus himself. He is conscious of having 
been assigned a special mission and task by God; he conceives of his 
own response in biblical terms, viz. sonship and obedience. Israel had 

1 See H. F. D. Sparks, 'The Doctrine of the Divine Fatherhood in the Gospels' in 
Studies in the Gospels, ed. D. E. N inch am, 241-62. 

2 See G. Kittel in TWNT, 1, 4ff. 
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been disobedient to the vocation of sonship: Christ becomes the sole 
Israel of God by virtue of his unique obedience 'not what I will, 
but what thou wilt' (Mark 14.36). He is therefore uniquely the Son of 
God. 

It is as the New Israel that Jesus is to be understood as Son of God, 
not in any Hellenistic sense of Ocloi avSpes. It was Jesus himself who 
first thought of himself in this way; it was he who first related the 
experience of his baptism and of his temptation in the Wilderness and 
taught their meaning to his disciples. Both are expositions of what it 
means to say that Jesus is Son of God. The beloved Son in whom God 
is well pleased (Mark 1.11 ; cf. Matt. 3.17; Luke 3.22) is presented not 
only in terms of Ps. 2.7 but also of Isa. 42.1 : 'Behold, my servant whom 
I uphold, my chosen in whom my soul delighteth.' 1 Jesus clearly con- 
ceived his Sonship as the perfect obedience of the Servant of the Lord. 
The reiterated 'If thou art the Son of God' in the Temptation Story 
(Matt. 4.3, 6; Luke 4.3, 9) emphasizes the fact that the Sonship of Christ 
is the same thing as the obedience of the Servant. The very shape of 
the Gospel narrative brings out the meaning of Christ's Sonship as the 
obedience of the New Israel. As Israel of old, the 'son* whom God 
called out of Egypt, was baptized in the Red Sea and tempted in the 
Wilderness, so also God's Son the Messiah is baptized and tempted; 
Matthew's quotation of Hos. 11.1 (Matt. 2.15) contains profound 
theological truth, whatever we may think of the historicity of the 
Flight into Egypt (Matt. 2.13-15). A new Israel is called out of 'Egypt' 
in order that a new and better covenant may be made, and one which 
will not be invalidated by inability on the human side to fulfil the 
essential condition of obedience. Throughout the ministry of Jesus his 
Sonship is recognized (in St Mark's telling) only by the demons with 
their supernatural insight (Mark 3.11; 5.7), but it is affirmed in the 
presence of the three chosen witnesses by the voice from the cloud at 
the Transfiguration, 'This is my beloved Son' (Mark 9.7), in the very 
words which Jesus later uses in his parable of the Wicked Husbandmen, 
d vi6$ JJLOV 6 ayairrjTos (Mark 12.6). The old Israel is rejected and is no 
longer God's beloved 'son 9 ; the final act of disobedience is the killing 
of him of whom it might surely have been said, 'They will reverence my 
son' (Mark 12.6). In two synoptic passages which record the teaching 
of Jesus, he speaks of himself as the Son of God. There is the 'Q' saying 
of Matt. 1 1 .27=Luke 10.22 ('no one knoweth the Son save the Father'), 
which, as we have already seen, 2 is a characteristically Hebraic affirma- 

1 The reference of Mark 1.11 to Isa. 42.1 rests upon a non-LXX translation in 
which for irais we have vlos and for eVAocro's we have ayaTriynJs; see C. H. Dodd, 
Ace. Scrip., 89; O. Cullmann, Baptism in the New Testament, ET, 1950, 16-18. 

a Supra, 43f. 
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tion that the true knowledge of God is possessed only by the Son of 
God, because knowledge comes by obedience and only the Son renders 
perfect obedience to the Father. There is also Mark 13.32, 'Of that day 
or that hour knoweth no one, not even the angels in heaven, neither 
the Son but the Father' one of Schmiedel's 'pillar' passages, since no 
one would have put such a confession of ignorance into the mouth of 
Jesus. 1 The absolute use of 'the Son' in a passage which is certainly not 
a literary production of 'the Hellenistic community' is evidence that 
Jesus used the term of himself. It is not improbable that he should have 
done so, if he thought of himself as in any sense the Lord's Anointed, 
because such slight evidence as exists points to the fact that 'Son of 
God' was a Messianic title in his day; cf. Mark 14.61, 'Art thou the 
Christ, the Son of the Blessed?' and Matt. 16.16, 'Thou art the Christ, 
the Son of the living God.' Apart from the NT itself the earliest evidence 
is II (4) Esd. 7.28f. (where 'my son, the Messiah' may not be original), 
13.32, 37, 52; 14.9; but the work belongs to the latter part of the first 
century A.D. 2 

It is in doctrinal passages that St Paul uses the expression 'Son' or 
'Son of God', and it has been remarked that from these passages a full 
credal statement could be constructed. The Gospel concerns God's 
Son (Rom. 1.3f., 9), and this is what Paul had preached (II Cor. 1.19); 
God had sent forth his Son, born of a Jewish woman, that we might 
become God's adopted sons (Gal. 4.4f.); though he was the object of 
his love (Col. 1.13), God had not spared him (Rom. 8.32), in ordei 
that we might be reconciled through him (Rom. 5.10) and be conformed 
to his image (Rom. 8.29), until we attain to the unity of the faith through 
the knowledge of the Son (Eph. 4.13). In the fellowship of God's Son 
(I Cor. 1.9) we await his parousia (I Thess. 1.10) and the day when all 
things have been subjected to the Son and the Son himself is subjected, 
that God may be all in all (1 Cor. 1 5.28). Here is the kerugma of apostolic 
Christianity presented with the help of a term which, though familiar 
to Gentiles in the context of popular Hellenistic religious beliefs, has 
been made to serve as an instrument of missionary instruction. 

In Ep. Heb. the expression 'Son' or 'Son of God' occurs some twelve 
times four times as frequently as Kvpios titles, in contradistinction 
from Pauline usage. The biblical emphasis upon Sonship as obedience 
is strong. The Christology of Hebrews is erected upon Ps. 2.7 (cf. 
Heb. 1.5; 5.5), and the whole work is an exhortation to 'hold fast our 
confession, Jesus the Son of God' (4.14). As Son of God the place of 

1 Cf. P. W. Schrmedel's article 'Gospels', Enc. Bib. II, col. 1881: * Absolutely 
credible passages' . . . 'the foundation pillars for a truly scientific life of Jesus.' 

2 Cf. Strack-Bill., HI, 15-22. 
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Jesus is higher than that of Moses or the angels, yet this Sonship is not 
anything possessed by him as over against God, but is the expression of 
utter obedience to the divine will: 'though he was Son, yet he learned 
obedience by the things which he suffered; and having been made per- 
fect, he became unto all them that obey him the effective instrument of 
salvation in the (new) Age' (5.8f.; cf. 2.9f.; Phil. 2.8, 'obedient unto 
death'). 

In the Fourth Gospel the biblical character of Sonship as obedience 
is strongly in evidence. The category of 'Son of God' is one by which 
the evangelist obviously sets great store; the whole Gospel, he tells us, 
was written in order that it might be believed that Jesus is the Christ, 
the Son of God (John 20.31 ; cf. 1 1 .27). The deepest theological teaching 
of the book is expressed in terms of the Father-Son relationship. In his 
mission of bringing life and judgment the Son is in complete unity with 
the Father, and the meaning of Christ's person and work is set forth in 
terms of the divine Sonship. Sonship connotes the perfect unity of 
Christ with the Father which is established upon the basis of the perfect 
obedience of the Son, whose meat and drink is to do the Father's will 
(John 4.34): 'I do always the things that are pleasing to him' (8 29; cf. 
10.36-38): 'I seek not mine own will, but the will of him that sent me' 
(5.30; cf. 6.38; 17.4). The Johannine conception of Sonship is biblical 
in a way which has nothing in common with pagan myths about 'sons 
of God'. 

The peculiarly Johannine expression d fiovoyev^s vlos is used of 
Christ in the NT only at John 1.14, 18; 3.16, 18; I John 4.9 (the expres- 
sion is found in a non-theological sense in Luke 7.12; 8.42; 9.38; also, 
of Isaac, in Heb. 11.17). It is a synonym for the Synoptic aya^-ros- 
(Mark 1.11; Matt. 3.17; Luke 3.22, and Mark 9.7; cf. 12.6), as both 
jjiovoyev^s and dyaTTTjTos are used in LXX to translate the same Hebrew 
word meaning 'only'. The fact that dyaTr^roV is used of Abraham's 
only son is doubtless the reason why it is applied to Christ, the Lamb 
of God (LXX, Gen. 22.2, 12; John 1.29, 36), and also why it is prominent 
in the Synoptic narratives of the baptism of Jesus, 1 where it will bear 
the meaning of 'my only son'. 2 Similarly for John /xoi/oyev^s- will mean 
'beloved', for he lays particular stress upon the truth that 'the Father 
loveth the Son' (John 3.35; 5.20; 10.17; 15.9; 17.23-26). But he empha- 
sizes that Christ's Sonship is unique by reason of his unique relation to 
the Father, whereas we are sons by the egovaia which Christ gives to us 

1 See infra, 180. 

2 Cf. C. H. Turner, JTS, Vol. XXVII, 1926, 113ff. On dyair^s as a distinct title, 
'the Beloved', e.g. Eph. 1.6; Ep. Barn. 3.6; 4.3, 8; cf. Col. 1.13, see J. Armitage 
Robinson, St Paul's Epistle to the Ephesians, 1903, Additional Note, 229: '"The 
Beloved" as a Messianic Title/ 
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(John 1.12). In the Greek versions of the OT o dycwnjTos is used as a 
designation of Israel (cf. o cVAe/crck) and also of the Servant of the Lord 
(Isa. 42.1, quoted explicitly in Matt. 12.18); the implications for the 
NT conception of Christ as himself the New Israel are obvious. 

'THE LORD' 

In secular Greek Kvpios might be simply an indication of respect 
('Sir'), or it might mean the 'master' or 'owner' of workmen, slaves, 
etc. There are several examples of such secular use in the Gospels, e.g. 
Matt. 21.30; 27.63; Mark 7.28 (what shall we say of 11.3?); Luke 
16.3-8; John 20.15 (cf. with v. 13). Kvpios would be a natural equivalent 
of rabbi or otodaKaXos. But throughout the Hellenistic world Kvpios was 
used also in a religious sense to denote the divinities of the mystery- 
cults (cf. I Cor. 8.5f., Ocol iroXXoi /ecu Kvpioi TroAAot) and, of course, it 
had become a title for the divine emperor or even for a petty tyrant like 
Herod. Before the close of the first century the emperor was accorded 
the official title, Dominus et Deus nosier. In the course of an excellent 
summary of the data, V. Taylor 1 quotes A. Deissmann: 'It may be said 
with certainty that at the time when Christianity originated "Lord" 
was a divine predicate intelligible to the whole Eastern world.' 2 The 
word was thus universally available to the preachers of the Gentile 
mission, whose main task would be to make their converts see why it 
was that for Christians there was only one Lord, Jesus Christ (I Cor. 
8.6). Throughout Acts, Paul and the NT generally 8 there is abundant 
evidence of the widespread use of Kvpios in the first-century Church: 
it is used by itself or in combinations with 'Jesus' and 'Christ' 'our 
Lord', 'the Lord Jesus', 'our Lord Jesus Christ', 'Christ Jesus our Lord', 
'the Lord Christ', etc. We must conclude that in both liturgy and 
catechesis the word was in universal use. For Greek-speaking Christians 
a mysterious depth of meaning must have been added by the fact that 
Kvpios was the word used to represent Yahweh and Adonai in the 
LXX. 

Nevertheless we must not suppose (with W. Bousset) that Kvpios as a 
title for Jesus originated in the Gentile Church, e.g. at Antioch. Decisive 
evidence to the contrary is supplied by I Cor. 16.22, where Paul inserts 
the Aramaic liturgical formula, Maran atha, 'the Lord cometh' the 
formula which is presumably translated in Rev. 22.20 as M/ZT?V, cpxov, 
Kvpic. This verse alone is sufficient to prove that the title 'Lord' was not 
an invention of the Hellenistic community. Possibly also the phrase 

1 The Names of Jesus, 40. 

2 Light from the Ancient East (ET, 2nd ed., revised, 1927), 350. 

3 The only books in which wptos is not found are Titus and the Johannine epistles; 
for details and statistics see V. Taylor, op. ci/., 41-5. 



154 The Christohgy of the Apostolic Church 

"OuroK ijytpdri 6 Kvpios (Luke 24.34) is another such Aramaic liturgical 
formula. The Aramaic Mar (lord) can be used only with a pronominal 
suffix, as in such forms as Man (my lord), Maran (our lord); it may be 
conjectured from the Talmuds that a rabbi could be greeted respect- 
fully as Mart. 1 Thus, even if we were to conclude that Jesus was 
addressed by his disciples as Marl, it would not necessarily mean that 
the title was being used in its developed Christological sense. It is only 
Luke among the Synoptists who suggests that Kvpios was in regular use 
during the ministry of Jesus (cf. his frequent, 'And the Lord said . . .'). 
On the other hand, Jesus was understood by his disciples to have quoted 
Ps. 110.1 in relation to himself and to have spoken of the Messiah as 
'Lord' (Mark 12.35-37); and this testimonium exercised a considerable 
influence upon the development of the Christology of the early Church. 2 
Moreover, the Gospels record that Jesus taught his disciples that there 
existed a Kvpios-oovXos relationship between himself and them (Matt. 
10.24f.; Luke 17.5-10; John 13.13f.; 15.15, 20), so that during the days 
of his ministry they had come to look upon him as their Lord. Neverthe- 
less the true meaning of the Lordship of Christ could not have fully 
come home to them until after the resurrection, for it was by this event 
that they came to know assuredly that God had made him both Kvpios 
and Xpi<rr6$, this Jesus who was crucified (Acts 2.36). Even so, this 
does not mean that their faith in Christ's Lordship was not grounded 
upon their actual dealings with him in the days of his flesh, as he 
exercised his Lordship over their lives, when he had chosen them and 
they had responded, when he led and they followed, commanded and 
they obeyed. Had they not witnessed his Lordship over evil spirits and 
noted his authority over men and over multitudes? There is no reason 
to deny that the apostolic testimony to the Lordship of Christ is based 
upon an historical reality, upon the actual historical experience of the 
apostles who had surrendered their lives to his obedience and found 
in him their Lord. Apart from such an historical reality it is difficult to 
see how the Lordship of Christ became in the early Church the central 
perhaps for a time the sole article of the confession of faith. The 
earliest baptismal creed may have been the simple formula 'Jesus is 
Lord' (cf. Rom. 10.9; I Cor. 12.3; Phil. 2.1 1). 3 Even if Maran and 
Kvpios are a purely post-resurrection usage, they are based upon the 
experienced Lordship of the Jesus of history. 

1 Sec A. E. J. Rawlinson, The New Testament Doctrine of Christ, Bampton Lectures 
for 1926, Appended Note I, 231-7; also pp. 37 and 76-9 of the text. 
Cf. C. H. Dodd, Ace. Scrip., 34f. 
3 Cf. O. Cullmann, The Earliest Christian Confessions, ET, 1949, 41 and 55-62 
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THE WISDOM OF GOD 

None of the titles thus far considered (Messiah, Son of Man, Son of 
God, Lord) necessarily implies the pre-existence of Christ, if we reject 
the view that Jesus's conception of the Son of Man is 'Enochian' in 
character. But as soon as the Church found itself worshipping Jesus 
Christ as Son of God and Lord, the recognition of his pre-existence 
must have followed immediately. If Christ were one with God, if he 
were himself divine, he could not have had an origin in time; the Son of 
God could have undergone a human birth and lived a human life, but 
he could not have begun to exist only at a particular moment during the 
reign of Herod the Great. His message, his person and his work alike 
compelled belief in his pre-existence. He could not be what the Christian 
experience of salvation declared him to be, if he had not as God chosen 
to become man; and the Christian Gospel would lose its originality, 
wonder and meaning if the divine Son did not voluntarily choose to 
take the form of a slave and become obedient even to death by cruci- 
fixion (Phil. 2.5-8; II Cor. 8.9). 'Unlike us, he chose the oblivion of 
birth and the humiliation of life. He consented not only to die but to be 
born. . . . His sacrifice began before he came into the world, and his 
cross was that of a lamb slain before the world's foundation' (Rev. 
13.8; cf. I Pet. 1.19T.). 1 

It would not be difficult for those brought up under rabbinic Judaism 
to think of something as pre-existent; such a conception was only a 
poetic way of emphasizing the religious importance of the thing; and 
the Torah, the Temple and the Messiah were already thought of in this 
manner. 2 There was, however, one pre-existent reality which was taken 
very seriously, namely, the Wisdom of God; and to identify something 
with the pre-existent Wisdom was to attribute to it the highest possible 
divine reality under God himself. It was by NT times a rabbinic com- 
monplace that the Torah was identical with the Wisdom of God, and 
therefore all the things which the Wisdom writers had said about Wis- 
dom were applicable to the Law itself. Hence, for NT writers like Paul 
and John, to identify Christ with the Wisdom of God was to make the 
highest possible claim for Christ, since no higher category than the 
pre-existent Wisdom was known to rabbinic Judaism. It meant that 
Christ had superseded Torah as the source of righteousness, sanctifica- 
tion and redemption, as Paul declares in I Cor. 1.30; or, as St John 
puts it, Christ and not Torah is the TrXypwfia of all grace: Torah was 
given by Moses, but grace and reality came by Jesus Christ' (John 1 . 1 6f. ; 

1 The quotation is from P. T. Forsyth, Person and Place of Jesus Christ, 1909; 
sixth ed., 1948, 271. 

2 See W. D. Davies, PRJ, 1 62 ; W. L. Knox, St Paul and the Church of the Gentiles, 
1939, 11 2f. 
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cf. 1.14). The TrAiJpoyia XCL/HTOS /cat aXrjBcias, is not the Law of Moses 
as rabbinic Judaism taught, but Jesus Christ. 

It was natural that the apostolic Church should have used the 
o-o^wz-Adyos- conception as its highest category of interpretation of the 
person of Christ. The primitive Church drew its categories not from 
Hellenistic religious speculation, but from the Scriptures of the OT, 
as these were understood by rabbinic Judaism; the latter itself had been 
considerably influenced by its contact with Hellenistic thought, and the 
Pauline- Johannine ao^ta-Aoyoy teaching is a characteristic example of 
Christianized rabbinic theology of the Hellenistic period, i.e. of the 
thought of Palestinian Judaism made captive to the obedience of Christ 
(II Cor. 10.5). The development of the Wisdom Christology in the OT, 
which prepared the categories of thought by means of which the 
apostolic doctrine of the person of Jesus Christ received its fullest 
expression in the NT, is a familiar story and may be briefly summarized 
as follows. 

The earliest personification of Wisdom (hokmah, ao<f>ld) which is 
found in the Wisdom Literature occurs in Job 28. 12-27, where it amounts 
to little more than a poetic emphasis upon the divine quality of wisdom 
in the operation of the universe and the conduct of human life. But in 
Prov. 8.22-31 Wisdom is personified and hypostatized as God's instru- 
ment and architect ('master-workman', LXX: app,6^ovcra 9 from 
d/>/zdo), 'I fit together', especially of a joiner's work) in the creation 
and also as delighting in the habitable earth (oucovpewj) and bringing 
life and salvation to mankind. In Ecclus. 24.1-34 this conception is 
elaborated, and it is said that he who created Wisdom before the begin- 
ning of the world made her tabernacle to rest in Israel and established 
her in Zion (vv. 8-10). In v. 23 is found the evidence that by the begin- 
ning of the second century B.C. Wisdom had already been identified 
with Torah, 'the law which Moses commanded us for a heritage'. 
Henceforward it became a commonplace of rabbinic Judaism that 
Wisdom and Torah were one and the same, and therefore Torah was 
the pre-existent instrument of creation, without which nothing was made 
that was made; indeed, all that was made was created for the sake of 
the Torah. 1 To the above passages should be added Wisd. 7.15-8.1, 
where Wisdom is called the 'artificer of all things' (rravrw 
(7.22), 'an effulgence from everlasting light' (dTravyaa/xi 
aiotov) (7.26). Wisdom, moreover, has also her part to play in the sphere 
of salvation: 'From generation to generation passing into holy souls she 
maketh men friends of God and prophets' (7.27). 

1 For the rabbinic teaching concerning Wisdom and Torah see W. D. Davies, 
PRJ, chap. 7; C. H. Dodd, IFG, 75-86. 
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Thus, by the first century A.D. Judaism had developed a doctrine of 
Wisdom which had much in common with the Stoic conception of the 
Aoyos, or immanent reason of things. The Jewish doctrine had arisen 
after Yahweh had come to be thought of in post-exilic Judaism as the 
utterly transcendent, holy and all-powerful Creator of the universe, 
and it served the necessary purpose of supplying Judaism with a doctrine 
of the divine immanence, albeit expressed in a poetical rather than a 
metaphysical way. As a doctrine it was invaluable because on the one 
hand it gave expression to the Jewish conviction that morality was of 
cosmic significance at a time when the concept of divine transcendence 
might have led to the belief that God was beyond good and evil (cf. 
Ps. 73.1 1 ; Job 22.12f.), and on the other hand it rendered unnecessary 
such extravagances concerning aeons and emanations, intermediaries 
and 'light-beings', as were spawned in profusion by Hellenistic religious 
teachers in their efforts to fill the gap between this world and the 
divine realm. Thus, while the Wisdom-conception of rabbinic Judaism 
had nothing in common with Gnostic mythologies concerning emana- 
tions (even if one of these might be called 27o<i'a), it could easily have 
been understood by a philosophical 'God-fearer' as a poetic description 
of the part played by the immanent Reason (Ao'yo?) of the Stoic world- 
view: 'Unique yet many-sided, rarified yet mobile, clear in expression, 
unpolluted, distinct, unharmed, loving what is good, penetrating, 
unimpeded, beneficent, philanthropic, reliable, regular, unanxious, 
omnipotent and all-seeing, piercing even through the most highly 
intelligible of spirits, most subtle, more volatile than motion itself, 
Wisdom pervades and penetrates all things by reason of her pureness' 
(Wisd. 7.22-24). Jewish aotya and Stoic \6yos obviously had much in 
common, and they met one another in the Judaism of the Dispersion. 
How far the author of the Book of Wisdom (c. 50 B.C.) is indebted to 
Greek thought it is not our purpose to investigate, but it is clear that 
an educated Jew of Alexandria could hardly remain uninfluenced by 
Greek philosophical ideas. And we must not imagine that Hellenistic 
and Palestinian Judaism were completely separate and distinct from 
each other; on the contrary, they met continually, and the rabbis of 
Palestine had every opportunity of learning about the Stoic or Philonian 
Logos. There was much coming and going; a Greek-speaking student 
from, say, Tarsus would come and study in Jerusalem under a teacher 
like Gamaliel, and the traffic in ideas would not be entirely one-way. 1 

1 Cf. D. Daube, The New Testament and Rabbinic Judaism (1956), ix: 'The sharp 
distinction between a Hellenistic and a Rabbinic Judaism in the NT period is being 
abandoned as it is found that many Hellenistic ideas had crept into, or been con- 
sciously taken over by, Rabbinism long before, and that the process, though slowed 
down, was not halted.* Cf. also p. 86. 
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Thus it happened that the Church's teachers had a convenient 
scriptural and rabbinic conception ready to hand when they needed 
to articulate the doctrine of the pre-existent divinity of Christ. It is 
interesting to note that it is not the NT figures whom scholars have 
associated with Alexandria, viz. Stephen (Acts 7.1-53) and the writer to 
the Hebrews, who identify Christ with the aofaa &cov. The word 
cro^i'a does not occur in Ep. Heb., although its author is generally 
agreed to have been a Hellenistic Jew. It is Paul and the Fourth Evangel- 
ist, both trained in Palestinian rabbinism, who make use of the category 
of the (ro<f>ta &coi>. In one place St Paul explicitly states that Christ is the 
power of God and the Wisdom of God (I Cor. 1.24), i.e. he is God in 
action, the crofaa BcoO of the Wisdom writers, what one of the latter 
called 'a breath (vapour, dr/xk) of the SiW/zi? 0cotf (Wisd. 7.25). Paul 
is anxious to explain that he is not talking about any mythological 
Gnostic (jo^ta; he is not concerned with any such worldly wisdom, 
any Hellenistic speculation: such wisdom of men is foolishness with 
God. The 'word of the cross' has demonstrated the foolishness of 
worldly wisdom, and Christ has been revealed as the aofaa 0ov 
(I Cor. 1.18-31). Christ Jesus was made unto us Wisdom from God, 
and therefore righteousness and sanctification and redemption (1.30). 
In all this Paul's interest is not at all metaphysical or speculative; his 
concern is rather to convince the Corinthians that now that the true 
aofoa &cov has come, they need no longer puzzle their minds with 
problems raised by mythology and speculation, the 'wisdom of this 
world'. In Colossians he finds it necessary to speak much more strongly 
about Gnostic speculations, and he uses the language of the Wisdom 
literature to put an end to it. He is aiming, perhaps unconsciously, at 
letting the Wisdom theology drive out from the Gentile churches all 
such speculations and fantasies, as it had already excluded them from 
the Judaism in which he had been brought up. Christ is 'the image of 
the invisible God, the firstborn of all creation; for in him were all 
things created ... all things have been created through him and unto 
him' (Col. 1.15-17). The language is that of the passages of the Wisdom 
literature which we have quoted above, and it is significant that Paul in 
one of his two great affirmations of the pre-existence of Christ (the 
other is Phil. 2.5-11) should have used it so readily and so naturally, 
without quoting precisely, but none the less clearly indicating that this 
was the language which had become the vehicle of his thinking. The 
irXypa>[jLa of the Godhead dwelt in Christ, as formerly the Wisdom 
writers had conceived it to dwell in Wisdom; it dwelt in Christ 
(TtupaTiKtos, 'in bodily form' (Col. 2.9). Whereas formerly Wisdom had 
taken up her abode in Israel and had tabernacled there (Ecclus. 24.8), 
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so now ao<f)la was embodied in Christ, who was corporately the true 
Israel of God (Gal. 6.16). In Christ all the treasures of ao^ia are hidden 
(Col. 2.3). 

THE WORD OF GOD 

St John is the only NT writer to describe Christ as the Word of God 
(X6yos @cov), and even in John the description is found explicitly only 
in the preface to the Gospel, or 'Prologue' as John 1.1-18 is often called. 
The tendency of much recent criticism of the Fourth Gospel to regard 
the Prologue as a Hellenization of the kerugma, or at least as an 
attempt to commend the gospel to philosophical pagans of the Hellen- 
istic world, has had two unfortunate results: first, to obscure the unity 
and the biblical character of the Johannine aofoa-Xoyos teaching; and 
secondly, to lead to the widespread assumption of (at least) two Johns 
of widely differing mentality. These two results are, of course, intimately 
connected. The mysterious unity of 'Johannine' thought is obscured by 
the supposition that there are two Johns one a Hellenizing, philo- 
sophically-minded Jew, who disliked apocalyptic and millenarian notions 
and was desirous of setting forth the Christian gospel in a form accept- 
able to the 'higher pagans'; the other, the author of Revelation, a 
fanatically apocalypticist Jew, who could hardly even write the Greek 
language, and who indulged in millenarian fantasies of a Jewish kind, 
giving them a Christian veneer. With the literary problem we are not 
here concerned: there may have been a whole school of different 
'Johns' behind the Johannine literature of the NT. We are, however, 
concerned to point out that there is a certain unity of theological out- 
look in that literature, and that this is decidedly true of the doctrine of 
the Word of God. 1 When we use the word 'John' we mean the common 
mind behind the Johannine literature, and we make no assumptions 
about whether it was that of an individual (the son of Zebedee, John 
of Ephesus, etc.) or of a school of teachers. 

In the New Testament generally Xo-yos (when used technically) 
means the message or good news either that proclaimed by Jesus 
(e.g. Mark 2.2; 4.14; Matt. 13.19; Luke 5.1 ; 8.11) or that preached by 
the apostles concerning Christ (e.g. Acts 6.2; 13.5; I Cor. 1.18; II Tim. 
2.9; Rev. 1.9). Since Christ is himself the word or message preached by 
the Church, it is but a short step to the Johannine identification of 
Christ with the Word of God as such, a conception which the New 
Testament inherits from OT theology. The Word (Heb. dabhar) was 
(like Wisdom or Spirit) in the OT theology one of the ways of speaking 
of the creative activity of God; God created the world by his Word. 

1 Cf. E. Stauffer, New Testament Theology, 39-43, 58; Austin Farrer, A Rebirth 
of Images, 1949, chap. I. 
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Originally this statement does not involve the hypostatization of 'word' 
and there is no need to use a capital letter: God created the world 
simply by speaking: 'God said, Let there be ... and there was' (Gen. 
1.3, 6f., 9, 14, 20, 24 the 'six words' of Creation). No more striking 
or less anthropomorphic way of describing God's sovereign power of 
creation could be imagined; the conception of God making things with 
his hands is utterly transcended; he needs only to utter his will and it is 
done: 'he commanded and they were created' (Ps. 148.5; cf. Ps. 147.15- 
19; also Ps. 107.20; Isa. 55.11). 'By the word of Yahweh were the 
heavens made, and all the host of them by the breath of his mouth. . . . 
For he spake, and it was done; he commanded, and it stood fast' 
(Ps. 33.6, 9). But not only is the Word of the LORD thus active in the 
creation and providential ordering of the world; it is also the means by 
which God makes known his saving will to Israel: The word of the 
LORD came unto . . . u Thus, Xoyos Qeov, like ao<j>La 0ov, had become in 
Judaism a way of speaking about God's activity in creation, providence, 
revelation and redemption. Rabbinic Judaism had no need for two such 
conceptions, yet, since both were found in the Scriptures, neither could 
be abandoned. The obvious identification of Xoyos with aofoa had taken 
place long before NT times, and indeed it had been made by the Wisdom 
writers themselves: 'I came forth from the mouth of the Most High' 
(Ecclus. 24.3); 'she is a breath of the power of God' (Wisd. 7.25); 'the 
LoRDgiveth Wisdom; out of his mouth cometh knowledge and under- 
standing' (Prov. 2.6). To say that Yahweh created heaven and earth by 
fc the breath of of his mouth' (i.e. word) (Ps. 33.6) means that the creative 
Wisdom is itself the Word of God. 

We can only conjecture why St John avoids aofaa and chooses 
Aoyo?, though we may be emphatic that the Xoyos of his prologue is 
both the Aoyoff tov and the ao</>ta &cov of the OT Scriptures. Probably 
he eschews ao</>la because of the misuse of that term in the Hellenistic 
world: he does not wish it to be thought that Christ and his gospel are 
just one more competing human aofta of the type against which St 
Paul finds it necessary to warn his converts. The word o-o^ta (or for 
that matter ao^o?) never occurs in the Johannine writings, except in the 
doxologies of Rev. 5.12 and 7.12 (which may be quotations from a 
Christian hymn or even ultimately from a hymn to the 'divine' Emperor) 
and in the problematical Rev. 13.18 and 17.9. Similarly the writer to the 
Hebrews avoids the word, although he is not averse to using Greek 

1 In the prophetical books Arfyo? is invariably used in LXX to translate the familiar 
phrase The word of the LORD came'; but in the historical books Aoyos and prjpa 
are used indiscriminately. Perhaps it is significant that at Luke 3.2, 'the word of the 
Lord came unto John', pfjpa is used; St Luke may have refrained from using Adyo? 
because it had become a Christian terminus technicus. 
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philosophical conceptions in his interpretation of Christ's person and 
work, and although he unquestionably thinks of Christ in terms of the 
Wisdom of God: the language of Heb. 1.1-3 is decisive, with its distinct 
reminiscences of Wisd. 7.26. Even St Paul uses the language of the 
ao^i'a Scot? sparingly, although it is the key-conception of his Christ- 
ology. We might well ask how it is that St Paul does not use the concept 
of the Adyos 0ov y in view of the fact that he had thought out the doc- 
trine of the new creation in Christ. We can but guess. Perhaps Apollos 
had warned him about Philo's speculative attempt to reconcile Moses 
and Plato by means of his doctrine of the Xoyos as the divine principle 
of reason about which the Scriptures spoke, when interpreted by the 
right allegories! Perhaps he avoided the term for the same reason that 
John avoids ao<z, namely because of its Gnostic associations. But the 
fact that John uses Aoyos does not mean that he had ever heard of 
Philo ; and attempts to exhibit verbal parallels merely serve to emphasize 
that all the close parallels to the Johannine usage are to be found in the 
OT. It is possible that John chose the word Aoyo? for apologetic reasons; 
it would be comprehensible to the intellectuals of the Hellenistic world, 
and rabbinic Judaism itself had been influenced by and had exercised 
influence upon Stoic thought in several directions. But nothing is said in 
St John about the Aoyos Oeov, or indeed about any point of Christology, 
which requires elucidation in Greek categories; there is no need to look 
beyond OT and rabbinic materials in the interpretation of any of the 
Johannine writings, which are Palestinian-Hebraic through and through. x 
St John follows the rabbinic line of thought: X6yo$ ao<f>ta Torah, 
In the beginning was the Word, the instrument of God's activity in the 
creation of the world (John 1.1 ; Gen. l.lff.; Ps. 33.6, etc.). The opera- 
tion of the Word is described in the Prologue in terms which recall the 
language used by the Wisdom writers to express the part of ao<f>ia in 
the creation and providential ordering of the world. 2 The conception 
reappears in Rev. 3.14, where Christ is called ^ a/o^ T fj$ Krtcreais TOV 
a title based upon Prov. 8.22 (cf. Col. 1.15, 18, 



1 C. H. Dodd has made the most thorough-going attempt to find affinities between 
the language of the Fourth Gospel and that of Philo and of the Corpus Hermeticum 
and to trace similarities of thought (IFG, especially 276f. ; also 10-73). He is probably 
inclined to exaggerate the resemblances and at the same time to overlook the far 
more striking parallels with Jewish and Jewish-Christian apocalyptic thinking. 
It is a curious feature of his great book that there are only fifteen references to the 
Revelation of St John in his index, and ten of these are dealt with on one half-page 
(231). Note, per contra, the affinities between the Fourth Gospel and the Tests, of 
the XII Patriarchs listed by E. Stauffer, New Testament Theology, Appendix II, 
334-7. The Qumran discoveries have illustrated the Jewish character of the Fourth 
Gospel (see W. F. Albright in The Background of the New Testament and its Eschat- 
ology, ed. W. D. Davies and D. Daube, 153-71 ; also R. E. Brown in Stendahl, SAT, 
183-207). 

2 See the list of parallels cited by C. H. Dodd, /TO, 274f. 
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irdays Krlvtws . . . o? cVrtv apxfty where apxy should be understood as 
the principle of creation, not, of course, as the first created thing. The 
designation dp* 1 ? is used again in Rev. 21.6 and 22.13, verses which 
stress the Johannine conception of Christ as the first principle and goal of 
the creation, the beginning and the end (TO rc'Ao?). The Prologue of the 
Gospel stresses the activity of the aotya-Xoy os in the creation of the world, 
while the Johannine Apocalypse emphasizes that Christ is not only the 
apxy* but also the rcAo? of world-process. It is important that we should 
not isolate the Prologue from the rest of the Johannine writings, for if we 
do so, we shall miss the unity of Johannine thought as a whole. 

Of course, the startling originality of the Johannine Adyos- doctrine, 
differentiating it from the ao<f>ia teaching of the Wisdom writers (to say 
nothing of the impersonal Adyo? of Philo and the Stoics) is contained in 
the simple yet astounding assertion that 6 \6-yos <ra/>f e'yeWo (John 
1.14). The pure Adyo? of Philo and the Greek philosophers, being divine, 
could have had no dealings with evil matter, corrupt flesh; and nothing 
more clearly shews the Hebraic and biblical character of Johannine 
thought than its insistence upon the incarnation of the Adyo?, which 
was not only with God but actually was God (or divine) (John 1.1). 
The Adyo? was embodied. Philo and the Stoics could not have con- 
ceived this, but, even if they had been able to conceive it abstractly, 
they could not have known it. Nor could anyone, says St John, had it 
not been that certain men had actually seen the living Adyos- with their 
eyes, heard him and handled him with their hands, and that others 
had believed their testimony (I John 1.1-3). (How misleading it is to 
say, as is often said, that the term Adyo? only appears in the full Christ- 
ological sense in the Prologue to the Gospel; cf. also Rev. 19.13.) 
The truth about the incarnation of the Adyos" is not something that can 
be known by pure reason, but only by historical encounter (cyeVero). 
The Christian faith is therefore not a philosophy but a kerugma. 

The context of the declaration concerning the incarnation of the 
Adyos reminds us of various themes of the Wisdom writers: ao^i'a 
pitched her tabernacle in Jacob and found her inheritance in Israel 
(Ecclus. 24.8). Israel, that is to say, possessed the Torah (i.e. aofoa). 
But Israel rejected the Torah: the Adyo? came to his inheritance 
(ra tSta), but his own people (ot 18101) would not receive him (John 1.11). 
We are reminded of another Wisdom poet, whose song is now incor- 
porated in Enoch 42. If., who sang of how Wisdom found no dwelling 
on earth: 'Wisdom found no place where she might dwell; then a 
dwelling-place was assigned to her in the heavens. Wisdom went forth 
to make her dwelling among the children of men, and found no dwelling 
place; Wisdom returned to her place and took her seat among the 
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angels.' So St John thinks of Christ the Word, rejected on earth, return- 
ing to the Father's house in heaven, there to prepare a place for such as 
had received him (John 14.2f.). For there had been some who had 
received him, those who were 'born of God' (i.e. baptized; cf. John 3.3, 
5), and who had been given the right to become children of God (i.e. 
those who by baptism had become members of the Church, the family 
of God) (John 1.12). Behind these thoughts lies the persistent Johannine 
theme of the true and the false Israel. There were 'the Jews' who claimed 
to possess the Torah, the heavenly Wisdom which, they thought, 
tabernacled in Israel; but they were not Abraham's children at all 
(John 8.39-44); cf. Rev. 2.9, 'the blasphemy of them which say they are 
Jews, and they are not, but a synagogue of Satan' (also Rev. 3.9). 
It is in Christ alone, the true Israel, that the ao^La 0o dwells. The 
claims made by the rabbis for Torah were true only of Christ, the 
embodied aofaa of God. Torah, said the rabbis, was life in this age and 
in the Age to Come; like water, Torah is life for the world. Again, 
Torah was the bread which, like manna from heaven, is given by God 
to sustain the world; Torah was also wine. The words of the Torah 
were life for the world. 1 St John contrasts the truth of Christ with the 
claims made for the Torah when he declares that Christ is the Life, 
the Living Water, the True Bread, the Vine (cf. also the miracle of 
Cana, 2.1-1 1), and the Light of the world. As he puts it succinctly in the 
Prologue, Torah was given through Moses; the reality of grace came 
through Jesus Christ (1.17). Many of the statements in the Prologue are 
counterparts of the rabbinic theology of Torah, conceived as God's 
agent in the creation and governance of the world. 2 But whereas Torah 
in this role is merely a poetical conception, which was taken only half- 
seriously, St John's assertion that the creative Aoyo? became incarnate 
in Jesus Christ for the salvation of the world is not mythical at all and 
was not intended as a myth (like Plato's myth of the Demiurge in the 
Timaeus): 6 Adyos- aap eyevcro. Wisdom, i.e. God himself in action, 
became flesh-and-blood, became a piece of human history for that is 
what aa/> means in this Johannine sense. 

The old Wisdom writer had sung of Wisdom as tabernacling in 
Israel 

KOL 6 Kria-as fie KarcTravacv rrjv OKt]vr\v p,ov 

Kai elncv *Ev Ia.KO)j3 KaracrKTJvuHrov, 

KO! ev lapa^X K<LTaK\r)povop7jOr}Ti, 9 . . . 

cv aKrjvfj ayia cvatTriov avrov eXcirovpyrjaa 

Kai OVTWS cv Ztojv earrjpixBrjv. 

(Ecclus. 24.8, 10). 
* For references see C. H. Dodd, IFG, 82-4. * See C. H. Dodd, 1FG, 8Sf. 



164 The Christology of the Apostolic Church 

As we read in Baruch 3.29-37, no one needs to go up to heaven to 
bring down the commandment (Torah) (cf. Deut. 30.12f.), because 
Wisdom has appeared on earth and is conversant with men : God has 
'given it unto Jacob his servant, and to Israel that is beloved of him'. 
The metaphor of Wisdom 'tabernacling' in Israel is, of course, based 
upon the Pentateuchal stories of the Tabernacle in the Wilderness, 
where the glory of God dwelt amongst men: 'the cloud covered the 
tent of meeting and the glory of Yahweh filled the tabernacle' (Ex. 
40.34-38). God had made his promise to Israel, 'I will set my tabernacle 
among you . . . and I will walk among you, and will be your God, and 
ye shall be my people' (Lev. 26.1 If.). We thus see the sources of the 
Johannine conception of the tabernacling of God with men; VKJJVOVV, 
lit. 'to dwell as in a tent', 'encamp', or (in biblical English) 'tabernacle', 
which in LXX represents the Hebrew shakhan, to dwell (e.g. Judg. 
5.17), is found in the NT only in the Fourth Gospel and in Revelation 
(John 1.14; Rev. 7.15; 12.12; 13.6; 21.3). It is based on the promise of 
God that he would 'dwell' or 'walk' in Israel (Lev. 26.1 If. ; Ezek. 37.27; 
Zech. 2.10; 8.3, 8), a promise which the Wisdom writers had found 
fulfilled in the tabernacling Wisdom of God and which was understood 
by the rabbis to mean the tabernacling Torah, the glory of Israel. 
Thus we understand John 1.14: it was in the person of Jesus Christ 
that the promise of God was fulfilled; the words of the Wisdom writer 
(Ecclus. 24.8) were a prophecy of him: 'the Xoyos-ao^ia became flesh 
and tabernacled among us (eW^voKiev cv ^/UP) and we beheld his glory.' 
St John insists that the 8oga of God was manifested in Christ to the eyes 
of his disciples (e.g. John 1.14; 2.1 1 ; 17.5), just as the glory of Yahweh 
filled the Tabernacle of old (Ex. 40.34). The conception of the shekhinah 1 
is not far away: the assonance of a/crjvow, shakhan and shekhinah makes 
the words suggestive of one another. When in Rev. 7.15 St John writes 
that 'he that sitteth on the throne shall spread his tabernacle over 
them' (crKrjvtocrct, CTT* CLVTOVS) he is probably alluding to Isa. 4.5f., where 
the Pillar of the Exodus suggests the overshadowing of Israel by the 
shekhinah. 

The 'going away' and 'glorification' of Christ do not mean that the 
divine presence and glory have been withdrawn from the world; 
Christ is present in the Paraclete (cf. John 14.18), and he is present in 
the hearts of his faithful disciples (14.23). He is present as the conquer- 
ing Word proclaimed by the missionary Church; this truth is symbolized 
by the picture in the Apocalypse of the horseman upon the white horse, 
who came forth 'conquering and to conquer', and whose name is 
6 Ao'yo? TOV 9cov (Rev. 6.2 ; 19. 1 3). 2 In the final visions of the Apocalypse 
1 Sec supra, p. 65. 2 Sec supra,[p. 27. 
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the Johannine doctrine of the Ao'yos is consummated; the Adyo? who 
was the apxj of the first Creation (Rev. 3.14; Prov. 8.22) meets us again 
as the re'Aor (Rev. 21.6; 22.13): he is not only the Alpha, he is also the 
Omega. He is the agent of the new creation, as he had been the agent 
of the old creation in the beginning; so now, when the first heaven and 
the first earth are passed away, and the new heaven and new earth are 
brought into being, it is he who makes all things new, just as in the old 
creation there was not made without him anything that was made 
(Rev. 21.1-7). And the metaphor of the tabernacling presence appears 
in words which are a loose quotation of Lev. 26.1 If.; the voice out of 
the throne says, 'Behold, the Tabernacle of God (17 aKrjvrj TOV &ov) 
is with men, and he shall tabernacle (a/c^oWi) with them, and they shall 
be his peoples (Aaoi a very significant plural), and God himself shall 
be with them (and be their God)' (Rev. 21.3). And still the <ro<ia- 
Xpiaros gives freely to him that is athirst of the water of life (Rev. 
21.6; cf. John 4.10; 7.37; Rev. 22.17). In the Fourth Gospel and in the 
Apocalypse alike, the Wisdom- Word of God is the controlling theolog- 
ical conception ; he takes flesh in Christ and tabernacles with men, in 
accordance with the ancient promises of the Scriptures; and the goal or 
T\OS of the whole cosmic process will be the creation of a new heaven 
and a new earth in which the Word will tabernacle, not with a few 
disciples chosen out of the world, but with 'the nations' (Aaot). Christ 
will then be seen to be reAoy as well as a/o^ 7 /* *h e Omega as well as the 
Alpha (Rev. 1.8, 17, etc.), the Amen (Rev. 3.14) to the whole long 
liturgy of world-history. In the meanwhile, however, the judgment of 
the world is going forward in preparation for that consummation. The 
judgment inevitably issues from the fact that the light is come into the 
world (John 3.18f.); meanwhile the sword of the gospel is dividing 
the nations by their response to the preached Word (Rev. 19.1 1-16). The 
apocalyptic picture of the Son of Man coming in judgment, destroying 
the wicked with 'the breath of his mouth' (a synonym for 'word', cf. 
Ps. 33.6, etc.), is one which is usually applied to the parousia or the 
final judgment (cf. II (4) Esd. 13.10f.; II Thess. 2.8); it is ultimately 
based upon the metaphor of Isa. 11.4, 'With righteousness shall he 
judge the poor, and reprove with equity for the meek of the earth: and 
he shall smite the earth with the rod of his mouth, and with the breath 
of his lips shall he slay the wicked.' The metaphor is a favourite one 
with St John (cf. Rev. 1.16; 2.12, 16; 19.15, 21) but seems to have been 
in general use in the early Church (cf. Eph. 6.17; Heb. 4.12; Wisd. 18.16). 
As a metaphor of the judgment of the world by the Word of God it 
seems rather startling to us; but it merely illustrates in a vivid way the 
reality and the finality of judgment by the Word, a theme strongly 
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emphasized by St John (John 3.16-21 ; 5.22-28; I John 4.17; Rev. 20.12f., 
etc.). The dead shall hear the voice (favrj) of the Son of God* (John 
5.25 ; cf. 1 1 .43). The voice of the Son of God' is another way of speak- 
ing about the judgment of the Word. We shall fail to understand the 
utterly biblical and eschatological character of the Fourth Evangelist's 
doctrine of Christ as the Word of God, if we ignore the very obvious 
parallels in the Johannine literature itself. 1 

THE NEW TORAH 

In identifying Christ with the creative Wisdom-Word of rabbinic 
Judaism the NT writers are virtually claiming that he is a new Torah, 
though they do not explicitly so call him. 2 The archetypal Light, which 
had come into existence on the first day of creation, was to be found 
not in the Torah of Moses but shining in the face of Jesus Christ (II 
Cor. 4.6; cf. Gen. 1.3; Prov. 6.23; Ps. 119.105, etc.). Christ took the 
place which had been occupied in Judaism by Torah and indeed over- 
flowed it altogether. To have achieved this in the hearts of devout 
Jews requires an adequate explanation, for such a transformation of the 
very centre of a living and vigorous religion must have a cause equal 
to the greatness of the effect. That cause must surely be found in the 
person of the historical Jesus himself. Indeed, the Gospels indicate that 
he thought of himself as completing and fulfilling the work of Moses. 
His authoritative way of handling the Torah of Moses is clear evidence 
of this. He spoke with authority, not like the scribal interpreters of the 
old Torah; and his hearers were astonished at what they themselves 
recognized as KO.WT) SiSa;^, new Torah (Mark 1 .22, 27). 'Ye have heard 
that it was said to them of old time . . . but I say unto you . . .' (Matt. 
5.21f., 27f., 33f., 38f., 43f.). The roots of the Christian doctrine of Christ 
as the Wisdom of God are planted firmly in the person and words of 
the historical Jesus. He did not think of himself as setting aside the 
Mosaic Torah; it was not the Torah but the scribal evasions of it 
('the tradition of the elders') which he attacked (Mark 7. 1 3). He calls the 
Torah 'the word of God' (o Xoyos rod Ocov) (Mark 7.13). His own 'new 
teaching' was designed to correct the accommodations which had had 
to be made in the Torah because of the hardness of men's hearts 
(Mark 10.5); he was concerned to restore its original intention and to 
fulfil it (Matt. 5.17). Till heaven and earth pass away, one jot or one 

1 Perhaps a note should be added to the effect that it is unlikely that St John's 
doctrine of the Aoyos- is a hypostatization of memra (Aramaic='word J ), frequent in 
the Targums of the OT as a rabbinic device for avoiding the name of God. The 
rabbinic menu a is only a literary devotional usage, not a principle of philosophical 
explanation. Cf. C. K. Barrett, GSJ, 128: 'Memra is a blind alley in the study of 
the biblical background of John's logos doctrine.' 

2 See W. D. Davies, PRJ, chap. 7, esp. 148-50. 
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tittle shall in no wise pass away from the Torah' (Matt. 5.18). It is not 
surprising that his disciples came to look upon him as the expected 
'prophet like unto Moses' (Deut. 18.15, 18). When in the Gospels Jesus 
is referred to as 'a prophet' or 'the prophet', we must understand that 
Moses, or the new Moses, is usually implied; the word does not mean 
that Jesus is just one of the series of OT prophets, but that he is specific- 
ally the Moses who was to come (cf. Matt. 21.1 1, 46; Luke 7.16; 13.33; 
24.19; John 4.19; 6.14; 7.40; 9.17). Moreover, Jesus himself had given 
'signs' to demonstrate this truth to those who had eyes to see (the 
feeding miracles). 

It is St Matthew's Gospel which makes the most thorough attempt 
to present Jesus's teaching as the new Torah, given by 'the prophet, 
Jesus, from Nazareth of Galilee' (Matt. 21.11). Though written in 
Greek, its Judaism is that of the Talmud, not that of Alexandria; it is 
akin to the rabbinism of Jamnia which came to dominate subsequent 
Judaism. 1 B. W. Bacon long ago pointed out that Matthew has col- 
lected the teaching of the Lord into five 'books' or discourses on the 
analogy of the Five Books of the Law, 2 viz. Matt. 5-7; 9.36-1 1.1 ; 13.1- 
53; 18. 1-19.1 ; 24-25; each of these five sections ends with the formula, 
'It came to pass that when Jesus had made an end of all these sayings,' 
and therefore the arrangement is probably not accidental. 3 St Matthew, 
it may be argued, has so arranged the materials of his Gospel as to 
suggest that the promulgation of the New Law was accompanied by the 
same signs and wonders as were wrought by Yahweh when he delivered 
his people from Egypt. 4 St Luke would seem to have adopted a quite 
different arrangement of the materials, but he also in his own way sets 
forth Jesus as the deliverer of a new 'Protonomy' and a new Deuter- 
onomy. 5 The fact is that the whole Gospel tradition, as we have already 
noted, is cast into a Pentateuchal shape, because the Exodus-deliver- 
ance of Israel from Egypt was the only pattern of redemption which the 
NT writers knew. 6 Jesus is the new law-giver, the prophet-deliverer like 
unto Moses, and the mediator of a new covenant. But he was these 
things, not because some learned rabbi imagined him, after long and 

1 See G. D. Kilpatnck, The Origins of the Gospel According to St Matthew, 1946, 
106. 

2 Studies in Matthew, 1930. 

3 This arrangement into five * books* is not less significant if we think that the 
Gospel as a whole is designed in the form of a new Hexateuch (see Austin Fairer in 
Studies in the Gospels, ed. D. E. Nmeham, 75-7). The fact that a NT writer thinks of 
Christ as a new Moses does not at all prevent him from thinking of him also as a 
new Joshua. 

* F. W. Green, St Matthew, Clarendon Bible, 1936, 5. 
6 See C. F. Evans in Studies in the Gospels, 37-53. 
6 Sec supra, 21f. 
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sustained meditation upon OT theology, but because he was just what 
he was, the one who compelled his followers to think out the meaning 
of what he had done and said, in terms which had once been applicable 
to Moses and the Torah, but which must for ever afterwards be appro- 
priate only to him. 

The Tentateuchal shape' of all four Gospels is a sufficient answer to 
all theories about the Hellenization of the faith of the apostolic Church. 
If we may briefly sum up the course of the development of NT Christ- 
ology, as we have noted it in this chapter and the one which preceded it, 
we may observe three stages of its growth. First, there is the appearance 
of Jesus as 'the Prophet' who startled the Jewish people and their rabbis 
by claiming authority to perfect and fulfil the Torah of Moses, and by 
demonstrating through word and sign that the Prophet whom Moses 
had bidden them to hear had indeed arrived among them. Secondly, 
there is the Messiah-Servant Christology, which Jesus had taught to his 
disciples in the later stages of his earthly ministry, and which was based 
upon the scriptural insight that the Prophet, when he came, would be 
rejected by those who should have hearkened. And thirdly, there is the 
developed Wisdom- Word Christology of the apostolic Church, which 
after the resurrection went on through the illumination of the Holy 
Spirit to work out the conclusions that had been inevitably involved in 
the life, teaching, work, death and resurrection of Jesus. This developed 
apostolic Christology, by identifying Christ with the creative Wisdom- 
Word of God, had far overflowed the bounds of a Moses-Prophet 
Christology, though its categories remained not one whit less Jewish. 
As the writer to the Hebrews clearly saw, a 'new-Moses' Christology 
was inadequate to express the truth about the Apostle and High Priest 
of the Christian confession: Moses, after all, was only a servant in the 
household of Israel, even though he was the greatest of its servants; 
he had charge over the house only until Christ, the Son and heir, should 
come. Or, in a different metaphor, Christ was not merely a part of 
the house, as Moses was; he was the builder of the whole house 
(Heb. 3.1-6). 
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THE LIFE OF CHRIST 



IT is widely recognized nowadays that the Four Gospels do not 
supply the materials necessary for the writing of a 'life' of Christ 
after the manner of a modern biography. No sooner had the view 
that St John's Gospel is 'theological' attained widespread acceptance 
than the rise of form-criticism led to a similar conclusion concerning 
St Mark's Gospel. The former generation of scholars, as represented, 
for example, by F. C. Burkitt's Gospel History and its Transmission 
(1906), had argued strongly for the reliability of the Marcan outline of 
the life of Jesus; but the form-critics, as represented by Karl Ludwig 
Schmidt's Der Rahmen der Geschichte Jesu (1919), brought forward 
reasons for holding that the framework of narrative in which Mark 
had set the various pericopae that he had found floating loose in the 
tradition was only a convenient literary invention of the Evangelist's 
and could not be regarded as historical. A position mid-way between 
the extremes of Burkitt and K. L. Schmidt was taken up by C. H. Dodd 
in a very influential article entitled 'The Framework of the Gospel 
Narrative', published in 1932, 1 m which he maintained that a skeleton 
outline of the history of Jesus's ministry was preserved in the primitive 
Christian tradition and was used by St Mark in the writing of his Gos- 
pel. A similar position is adopted by Vincent Taylor in The Life and 
Ministry of Jesus (1954) and by a number of British and American 
scholars. 2 

At the present time a change seems to be taking place in the attitude 
of many scholars towards the question of the historical framework of 
the Gospel narrative. Whereas it was formerly considered to be essential 
that we should be able to construct an outline of the life of Jesus, at 
least in principle, today it is being asked whether the matter is of any 
real importance for Christians at all. The changed attitude is largely due 
to the influence of the late R. H. Lightfoot, who raised the fundamental 

1 In the Expository Times, June, 1932; reprinted in his book of essays, New 
Testament Studies, 1953. 

2 D. E. Nineham has submitted Dodd's argument to rigorous criticism in Studies 
in the Gospels (ed. Nineham, 223-39) and Taylor's arguments to similar scrutiny in 
Theology, L1X, No. 429, March, 1956, 97-103. 
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question of what a Gospel (e.g. St Mark's) really is. 1 The older 
critics, including the form-critics, never asked this question, because 
they thought the answer was obvious. To one whose mind is still 
uncritical of the liberal conception of history as objective and ascertain- 
able by impartial investigation, the validity of a Gospel will depend 
primarily upon its demonstrable historicity; hence the dismay of the 
conservative (i.e. 'liberal') mind at the conclusions drawn by many 
of the colleagues and disciples of Lightfoot concerning the typological 
and theological character of documents which, not so long ago, were 
considered valuable in Christian apologetic primarily because they were 
historically reliable. 2 To those who do not share the liberal outlook it is 
not a matter of the standing or falling of Christian truth that we should 
be able to construct, even in principle, an historical outline of the life 
of Christ. They are not disconcerted to find that St Luke 'the historian' 
is turning out to be a more elaborately rabbinical typologist even than 
St Mark or St John! They have come to entertain a rather different 
conception of the nature of historical testimony or apostolic witness 
from that which dominated the minds of so many NT scholars from 
the nineteenth-century pioneers to the late B. H. Streeter on the one 
hand or the form-critics on the other. 

Thus, there is developing today a radical Gospel criticism by the 
side of which the liberal orthodoxy of the recent past (including that of 
the form-critics) appears decidedly conservative. Yet, paradoxically 
enough, it is this contemporary radical criticism which is prepared to 
take seriously the apostolic witness to those very things which liberal 
criticism felt itself obliged to explain away out of respect for its con- 
ception of 'scientific' history such things as the Virgin Birth, the 
miracles, the Messianic consciousness of Jesus, the Transfiguration and 
even (m extreme cases!) the Resurrection itself. Such matters were, 
according to the canons of liberal criticism, devotional embroideries, 
which, if one wished, one might, as a believing Christian, accept, as it 
were privately, but which had nothing to do with history; a liberal 
theology was essentially one which dispensed with such legendary 
accretions and built itself squarely upon the rock of 'objective' historical 
fact. Thus, the life of Christ in which the Evangelists were interested 
was not at all the 'life' sought after by those who so diligently pursued 

1 The question implicitly underlies, for instance, the whole of Dr Lightfoot's 
The Gospel Message of St Mark, 1950. 

2 For a further consideration of this important problem see the two articles of 
D. E. Nineham cited in the penultimate footnote above. There is, of course, no reason 
to suppose that the question (about whether it is in fact possible to reconstruct from 
the Gospel sources a reliable outline of the life of Jesus) will be settled for a long time 
to come; all that is being pointed out is that the Christian faith does not depend for 
its validity upon the changing opinions of scholars on such a matter. 
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'the quest of the historical Jesus'. The radical criticism of today, how- 
ever, is prepared to take seriously the apostolic testimony to the action 
in history of the God of miracle, the living God, who is not bound to 
reveal himself within the rigid limits which pre-quantum physics and 
nineteenth-century historical method had prescribed for him. The 'life' 
of Jesus, the only historical life, is the one to which the apostolic testi- 
mony bears witness, and there can be no other. 

THE BIRTH OF CHRIST 

The NT writers are concerned to emphasize the fact that Jesus was a 
real person, not a docetic apparition or pagan theophany (cf. 'come in 
the flesh', I John 4.2; II John 7). He was born of a Jewish woman 
(Gal. 4.4), of a certain family and descent (Rom. 1.3), and belonged to a 
particular district (Mark 6.1 Mark does not think it necessary to 
mention its name; but cf. Luke 4.16; John 7.4 If.); his mother's name 
was Mary and his brothers' names were James, Joses, Judas and Simon; 
the names of his sisters are not recorded (Mark 6.3; cf. 3. 3 If.). But, 
while the Gospel writers make it clear that Jesus was a real man like 
other men, they have no interest whatever in the biographical details; 
they tell us nothing about his home life, education, appearance, etc. ; 
they see no significance at all in the fact that he was a TCKTCW ('crafts- 
man', perhaps 'carpenter', Mark 6.3). 1 Two NT writers, and only two, 
relate the circumstances of the birth of Jesus (Matt. 1-2; Luke 1-2), 
but it is not out of biographical interest that they do so. Their purpose 
is, on the one hand, to stress the actuality of the human birth of Jesus, 
in opposition to all docetism; and, on the other hand, to affirm his 
divine origin and eschatological mission. 

St Matthew's and St Luke's accounts of the birth of Christ have 
almost nothing in common except the names of Joseph and Mary and 
the fact that Jesus was born at Bethlehem. Even on this latter point 
Matt, says that Joseph and Mary lived at Bethlehem whereas Luke says 
that Jesus was born there because of the census. Christian tradition 
conflates the two accounts quite happily, as for instance in the picture 
of the Magi offering their gifts in a stable. There is, however, one state- 
ment which both accounts, despite their many dissimilarities, have in 
common, viz. that Joseph had not had sexual intercourse with Mary 
(Matt. 1.18; Luke 1.34) and that Jesus was born without human 
fatherhood through the Holy Spirit (Matt. 1.18; Luke 1.35). 2 It is most 

1 See Alan Richardson, The Biblical Doctrine of Work, 1952, 30-2. 

2 There is no probability of textual corruption in Luke 1.34, since the single OL 
MS b can hardly stand against every other authority (see J. M. Creed, Gospel accord- 
ing to St Luke, 13f ) St Luke equates the Holy Spirit with the StW/xi? of the Most 
High. In an interesting study of Vi<wao*, 'to overshadow*, D. Daube suggests that 
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important to recognize that both Matt, and Luke state the fact of 
Christ's birth of a virgin in a straightforward and unargumentative way; 
they offer no hints as to why it should have happened thus and they 
draw no conclusions from it. So-called 'theological' objections to the 
historicity of the Virgin Birth are based upon a reading into the narra- 
tives of motives which are not present in them. Thus, E. Brunner objects 
that the Virgin Birth attempts to explain the primary miracle of the 
Incarnation by means of a secondary 'biological' miracle, and therefore 
belief in the Virgin Birth is really a form of little faith. 1 But the Gospel 
accounts show no desire to 'explain' anything at all; they simply relate 
an historical happening and leave the matter without any form of explan- 
ation: 'Now the birth of Jesus Christ was on this wise' (Matt. 1.18). 
Brunner also objects that the Virgin Birth is an attempt to defend the 
sinlessness of Jesus against the doctrine of Original Sin (presumed to 
infect sexual intercourse). But this is to read later Manichaean notions 
into the Gospels: it was deemed necessary to assert an immaculate 
conception for the Virgin Mary herself and also a doctrine of her per- 
petual virginity. But there is no hint in the Gospels of such notions, 
which are quite alien to the healthy biblical attitude towards sex. 

The truth is that it is very difficult to suggest any motives which 
prompted the invention of the story of the Virgin Birth, if it is not an 
historical fact. For instance, it is often said that the Church in its 
Hellenistic environment would naturally desire to claim a divine birth 
for Christ, because such a birth was conventionally ascribed to all great 
men Hercules, Pythagoras, Plato, and of course, the Emperor; the 
story of Christ's birth followed the accepted conventions of popular 
Hellenistic religion. Passing over the fact that the birth stories of Matt, 
and Luke are as Jewish as anything in the NT, it is necessary only to 
point out one obvious fact in order to dispose of this kind of superficial 
argument: there is not one single parallel in all Hellenistic religion and 
mythology to the story of the Virgin Birth of Christ. All the alleged 
parallels turn out upon examination not to be parallels at all. There is no 
instance of a virgin birth amongst them, since they all fall into the class 
of legends of a woman's becoming pregnant through intercourse with a 
divine being a notion utterly repellent to the biblical mind (cf. Gen. 

the Lucan story of the Annunciation points the parallel between Mary and Ruth; 
cf. Luke 1.38, 'Behold the handmaid of the Lord', with Ruth 3.9, 'I am Ruth thine 
handmaid: spread therefore thy skirt over thine handmaid ' 'In Rabbinic litera- 
ture Ruth is celebrated both as representative of the true proselyte and as an ances- 
tress of David and the Messiah. Her life is often interpreted as prefiguring Messianic 
events, and where this is done, Boaz sometimes stands for God himself* (D. Daube, 
The New Testament and Rabbinic Judaism, 33). This would explain the 'overshadow- 
ing* of Mary by the Holy Spirit 
1 The Mediator, ET, 1934, 322-7. 
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6. 1 -4). The source of the Gospel birth stories is not Hellenistic mythology. 1 
Equally clearly the story of the Virgin Birth was not invented to 
fulfil OT prophecies or types. There are stories of miraculous births in 
the OT (Isaac: Gen. 17.15-22; 18.9-15; 21.1-7; Samson: Judg. 13.2-25; 
Samuel: I Sam. 1), but again they are not virgin births, since in every 
case there is a human father. Matthew is hard put to it to find a script- 
tural 'prophecy' of Christ's miraculous birth, and he can find one only 
because he reads Isa. 7.14 in a Greek Bible, which has irapBcvos where 
the Heb. simply has 'young woman' (Matt. 1.22f.). Of course, there is 
deep spiritual truth in the likening of Christ's birth to the sign which 
Isaiah had given to King Ahaz, when the Kings of Israel and Syria were 
invading his realm a young woman would conceive and call her child 
Immanuel, 'God is with us' : Christ is a sign from God that the invading 
powers of evil are about to be defeated. So, too, Matthew adduces other 
fulfilments of scriptural prophecy for instance, Micah's foretelling 
of the coming forth of the Shepherd of Israel from Bethlehem of Judah 
(Matt. 2.5f.; Micah 5.2). In Herod's massacre of the male children he 
sees the fulfilment of Jeremiah's prophecy of Rachel weeping in Ramah 
(Matt. 2.17f. ; Jer. 31.15): Christ was to be the fulfilment of the promise 
of the home-coming of the lost tribes of Israel (cf. John 11.52). In the 
story of the Flight into Egypt he sees the fulfilment of Hosea 11.1 
(Matt. 2.15). 2 In the dwelling at Nazareth he sees the fulfilment of a 
prophecy that Christ should be called a Nazarene, but what scriptural 
text he alludes to has never been explained (Matt. 2.23). The Massacre 
of the Innocents and the Flight into Egypt could be accounted for as 
legends invented to fulfil OT prophecies, but in the case of the former at 
least the 'prophecy' is so far-fetched as to make such a theory highly 
improbable; but the birth at Bethlehem and the dwelling at Nazareth 
are both corroborated by St Luke and therefore are not to be explained 
away as Matthaean fulfilments of OT prediction. The story of the Wise 
Men (Matt. 2.1-12) fulfils no scriptural prophecy ; indeed, it seems rather 
to be itself a prophecy that awaits fulfilment (the in-gathering of the 
Gentiles). But we must be careful not to let traditional Christian inter- 
pretations of the story affect our judgment of it: for instance, tradition 
has regarded the episode as 'the Manifestation of Christ to the Gentiles', 
but there is nothing in the story to suggest that Matthew did not intend 
the Wise Men to be thought of as Jews of the Dispersion. (Nor does he 
tell us that they were three in number!) To preserve a reverent agnosti- 
cism concerning the foundation in fact of these richly devotional tales 
would seem to be the way of wisdom. 

1 See C. K. Barrett, The Holy Spirit and the Gospel Tradition, 1947, 6-10. 

2 Sec supra, ISO. 
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The fact that no NT writer other than Matthew and Luke mentions 
the Virgin Birth of Christ 1 proves nothing more than that it was no 
part of the original kerugma, a truth which is surely sufficiently obvious. 
At what date the clause about the Virgin Birth of Christ found its way 
into the baptismal confessions of faith cannot be determined. But its 
appropriateness in that context would surely have quickly become 
apparent: Christ was born, as Christians are born, 'not of blood, nor 
of the will of the flesh, nor of the will of an husband (w^p), but of 
God' (John 1.13): at their baptism Christians who confess belief in his 
name receive the right to become children of God (John 1.12). In 
baptism they are born 'of the Spirit', and the birth of Christ is the result 
of the operation of the Spirit. This, indeed, is the chief significance of the 
Virgin Birth for both Matthew and Luke: it is the sign of the inaugura- 
tion of the Last Things, the first result of the outpouring of the Holy 
Spirit in the latter days, when the new creation was being inaugurated 
in the day of Israel's redemption (Isa. 32.15; Ezek. 36.26f.; 37.14; Ps. 
51.10f.; Joel 2.28f.; Zech. 12.10, etc.). The birth of Christ was for man- 
kind what the baptism of a Christian is for the individual, viz the 
inauguration of the Last Things, and both are the result of the operation 
of the Holy Spirit The Creator-Spirit (Gen. 1.2; Pss. 33.6; 104.30; 
Wisd. 7.21f , 25; Judith 16.14) is bringing in the new creation; the life- 
giving Spirit is being breathed into the new humanity (cf. Gen. 2.7; 
John 20.22). The Spirit, the power of the Most High (Luke 1.35), is the 
life-giving agent in the birth of the new man, Jesus Christ (cf. I Cor. 
15.45). In both Matt.'s and Luke's birth narratives stress is laid upon the 
inauguration of the New Age. The significance of Matt.'s repeated use 
of the word ycWn? (1.1; 1.18) should not be overlooked ; he is writing a 
new Book of Genesis, which describes the ycWat? of Jesus Christ, the 
new Adam, the new creation. His five fulfilments of that 'which was 
spoken by the Lord through the prophets', discussed in the penultimate 
paragraph above, emphasize the truth that the things to which the 
prophets had looked forward are now beginning to come to pass: 
4 Mary ... was found with child of the Holy Spirit' (1.18). That which 
is begotten in her is of the Holy Spirit' (1 .20). His name is Jesus, Joshua, 
the Deliverer, who shall lead the New Israel to the Land of Promise. 2 

1 The reading in John 1.13, qm . . . natus est, for 01 . . . tyewyOrjoav cannot be re- 
garded as original, though it is found in several Western authorities; but it could 
be held that St John is teaching that the birth of Christians Oof water and the 
Spirit*, John 3.5) is, like the human birth of Jesus, of divine and not human volition; 
see C K. Barrett, GSJ, 137f. 

2 The name Jesus is the Latin form of 'Irjoovs, which is the Greek transliteration 
of Joshua (late Heb. and Aramaic, Jeshua); cf. Acts 7.45 and Heb. 4 8. The name 
was not uncommon amongst Jews (Luke 3.29; Col. 4.11). The Heb. word means 
'Yahweh will save' (cf. Matt. 1.21). 
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St Luke lays great stress upon the part played by the Holy Spirit 
in all the circumstances attending the birth of Jesus. John the Baptist's 
birth is miraculous, as Isaac's had been; he is none other than the new 
Elijah foretold by Malachi (4.5f.; cf. Ecclus. 48.10), and he is 'filled 
with Holy Spirit from his mother's womb' (Luke 1.15); his mother 
Elizabeth and his father Zacharias are filled with Holy Spirit (Luke 
1.41, 67). At the presentation in the Temple the Holy Spirit is upon 
Simeon (2.25-27) and presumably (though we are not explicitly told so) 
upon Anna the prophetess (2.36-38). As in Matt.'s entirely different 
stories, angels play their part as bearers of divine revelation (Matt. 
1.20; 2.13 though the angel appears to Joseph in a dream; Luke 
1.1 1-20; 1.26-37, the Annunciation; 2.9-15, the Shepherds), yet it is not 
the angels but the Holy Spirit who is the agent of God in the event of 
Christ's birth. The dawning of the New Age is proclaimed in the 
three hymns, Mary's Magnificat (Luke 1.46-55), Zacharias's Benedictus 
(1.68-79) and Simeon's Nunc Dimittis (2.29-32): 17 dvaroXrj e fyovs 
(Luke 1.78; cf. Mai. 4.2) the new dawn has already broken; God 
has 'visited and wrought redemption for his people' (1 68); he has 
holpen Israel his servant (1.54); and human eyes have actually seen his 
salvation (2.30). The three hymns are as Jewish as any of the Psalms of 
the OT, but they are as Christian as anything in the NT in their con- 
viction that the Age of Promise was inaugurated m the hour of Christ's 
conception by the Holy Spirit. 

The doctrine of the Virgin Birth of Christ is an integral part of the 
theology of the NT. It expresses the truth that God has set in motion 
the train of events which will culminate in the final judgment of the 
world and the salvation of his elect; it is as biblical and as Jewish a 
doctrine as any belief that can be found in the NT. The birth of Christ 
is an eschatological event inhering in the New Age, and is itself a 
manifestation of the expected outgoing activity of the Spirit in the 
latter days. It is a unique event, and there are no parallels to it either 
in the OT or in the pagan world; St Matthew and St Luke present it in 
its proper eschatological setting and clearly do not regard it as merely 
demonstrating that Christ is one of the Beloi avSpcs of Graeco-oriental 
religiosity. It is unique because it holds the once-only place reserved 
for the coming of the Saviour in the divine economy of salvation, of 
which the OT is the advance proclamation and the NT is the evidence 
of fulfilment. It is a unique event because Christ is unique and does not 
fit into any pattern of 'religious geniuses' or 'divine men' ; it is an inerad- 
icable element in the total apostolic witness to Christ which has been 
given through the guidance of the Holy Spirit to the Church. Reluc- 
tance on the part of some modern Christians to believe in the Virgin 
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Birth of Christ has been due to a failure to understand the Bible and 
the nature of its testimony; ignorance of scriptural meaning always 
results in failure to perceive the wonderful activity of God (cf. Matt 
22.29). 

THE BLESSED VIRGIN MARY 

When St Luke calls Jesus Mary's firstborn son (rov vlov avTTjs rov 
npwroroKov, 2.7), he doubtless intends it to be understood that Jesus 
is the eldest of several sons (cf. Luke 8 19f.). Probably (though we 
cannot be certain, since Luke is such a very subtle theologian) he did 
not perceive that Christ's brethren, of whom he is TrpwroroKos, i.e. all 
baptized Christians, are in a true sense sons of Mary, the Second Eve. 
St Paul had spoken of Christ as the 7Tpc*r6roKos among many brethren, 
but the expression relates to the fatherhood of God (Rom. 8.29); upon 
the same analogy it would have been possible to speak of Mary as the 
'mother' of all Christians, just as Eve was 'the mother of all living' 
(Gen. 3.20). The NT, however, does not explicitly develop the parallel 
between Mary and Eve as it does that between Christ and Adam; 
John 16.21 and 1 Tim. 2.15 would be very far-fetched references by 
which to support such a parallel. It may be that a parallel is implied 
in Rev. 12.1-6 and 13-17, where, in a highly allusive passage, St John 
describes his vision of the 'woman arrayed with the sun' who gives birth 
to 'a son, a male child'. The latter is clearly Christ, for he is to 'rule all 
the nations with a rod of iron' (cf. Ps. 2.9; Rev. 2.27; 19.15). In the 
symbolism of the vision the 'woman' is probably the Jewish Church, 
which gives birth to Christ, and becomes the Jewish Christian com- 
munity; the flight of the woman to the wilderness (w. 6, 14) may be an 
allusion to the flight of the Jerusalem Christians to Pella in the desert at 
the outbreak of the war with Rome in A.D. 66. But there may be a 
reference to Mary as the mother of the man child (apprjv or apvr)v), 
as contrasted with Eve, for the reference in 12.17 to the war of the 
dragon, or serpent, against the seed of the woman is an unmistakable 
allusion to Gen. 3.15. Such double symbolism is frequent in the 
Apocalypse, and the woman may well represent both the Jewish Church 
and Eve-Mary, whose seed 'keep the commandments of God and hold 
the testimony of Jesus'. But it can hardly be said that the parallel be- 
tween Eve and Mary is clear beyond doubt; we find a hint rather than 
an assertion of it. 

Yet the parallel is real enough. As Christ is 'Adam in reverse' 
(Phil. 2.6; I Cor. 15.22, 45), so Mary is 'Eve in reverse'. Eve's dis- 
obedience is the starting point of the sinful rebellion of the human race 
against God's holy will; Mary's humble acceptance of the divine will 



Mary, the New Eve 177 

is the starting point of the story of the redemption of the human race 
from sin: 'And Mary said, Behold the handmaid of the Lord; be it 
unto me according to thy word' (Luke 1.38). Eve's pride, which gener- 
ated the fatal ambition to be 'as God' (Gen. 3.5), is contrasted with 'the 
lowliness of his handmaiden' (Luke 1.48). As Eve was 'sent empty 
away' from Paradise (Gen. 3.23f.), so Mary is as the hungry who are 
filled with good things (Luke 1.53). The Protevangelium (Gen. 3.15) is 
fulfilled: the seed of the woman crushes the serpent's head; the Son of 
Mary delivers from the power of sin the fallen sons of Eve. The sorrow 
of Eve in conception (Gen. 3.16) is contrasted with the joy of Mary: 
'My spirit hath rejoiced in God my Saviour' (Luke 1.47). The child- 
bearing of women, says the writer of I Tim. 2.15 mysteriously, is a 
sharing of the redemptive burden; he is speaking of women in general, 
not of Mary in particular. Yet how truly this insight is relevant to her 
who was the highly favoured one, or the one endued with grace (Luke 
1.28 and RV mg.), in that the one who was born of her was to be called 
holy, the Son of God (Luke 1.35). Mary's Magnificat is her expression 
of gratitude for her unique privilege in bearing the burden of redemption 
and of her joy that THE MAN is born into the world (cf. John 16.21). 
The whole Church has rejoiced with her to sing Magnificat; all genera- 
tions of Christians have called her 'Blessed' (Luke 1.48). How far St 
Luke himself, who records Mary's song, was aware of all its biblical 
implications, especially the parallelism with Eve, is a matter insuscep- 
tible of definite assertion; but recent scholarship has brought forward 
good reasons for supposing that he was a theologian of deep and subtle 
biblical insight, so that we must hesitate to say that he was unmindful 
of considerations such as these. 1 

Thus, while the NT accords to Mary a position of honour, there is 
no suggestion that she is to be worshipped or placed alongside Christ 
as 'co-mediatrix'. Christ is not set forth as a Hellenistic 'divine man', 

1 J. M. Creed (Gospel according to St Luke, 22f.) thinks that in Luke 1.46 'Eliza- 
beth' should be read for 'Mary* as in some OL texts, since it is hard to see why 
'Mary' should have been altered to 'Elizabeth'. Moreover Elizabeth's situation was 
much more like that of Hannah, on whose song in I Sam. 2.1-10 the Magnificat is 
obviously modelled. The Tawivwats (humiliation, not humility) is that of childless- 
ness; cf. I Sam 1.11, cav Vij3A^7ro>v e'mjBA^i?? ri Tyv raircivaxnv TJJS SovXijs oov. . . . 
Against this view two strong arguments may be adduced. First, all Greek MSS. read 
/cat cfrrc Mapia/z. Secondly, the theological considerations noted above in the text 
would seem to show that the Magnificat holds its place in Luke's narrative precisely 
because of its significance as Mary's song. The alternative view, that it is Elizabeth's 
song, involves a reversion to the prejudice of a former generation of critics, who 
tended to think that the Evangelists were rather stupid scissors-and-paste editors, 
quite capable of including hymns of the Baptist sect in their Gospels without any 
clear notion of what they were doing. Perhaps Harnack was right in suggesting that 
the original reading in Luke 1.46 was simply *at cfrrcv. This would explain the OL 
variant as the work of a scribe who had noted the parallel with Hannah's song and 
was impressed with the Elizabeth story as a fulfilment of prophecy. 
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and Mary is not a pagan mother-goddess. Her part in the drama of 
salvation is limited solely to her historical role of having borne the 
Christ. Outside the birth narratives of Matt, and Luke there are only 
scant references to her in the Gospels: the Synoptists record how 'his 
mother and brethren' came to seek Jesus during his public ministry 
(Mark 3.31-35; Matt. 12.46-50; Luke 8.19-21); John represents her as 
present at the miracle of Cana (John 2.1-5) and also tells us that she 
was one of the women who stood by the cross at the crucifixion and 
that Jesus commended her to the care of the Beloved Disciple (19.25-27). 
There are no other references to her in the Gospels apart from Mark 6.3 
(=Matt. 13.55) and the oblique Luke 11.27. Outside the Gospels the 
only reference is Acts 1.14, where we read that Mary was one of 
the women who 'continued stedfast in prayer' with the disciples after the 
Ascension. The attempts of the Apocryphal Gospels to compensate for 
the almost complete lack of interest of the canonical Evangelists add 
nothing to our knowledge of the historical Mary. The fact is that no 
attitude of hyperdulia 1 had arisen in the Church in NT times, and the 
only NT reference to the subject is a word of the Lord which deprecates 
any excessive veneration for a physical relationship and commends a 
moral relationship as more blessed: 'A certain woman out of the multi- 
tude lifted up her voice, and said unto him, Blessed is the womb that 
bare thee, and the breasts which thou didst suck. But he said, Yea, 
rather, blessed are they that hear the word of God, and keep it' (Luke 



THE BAPTISM OF JESUS 

In the recent past it has been widely assumed that the significance of 
the baptism of Jesus by John in the river Jordan lay in the fact that 
Jesus then underwent a deep religious experience which convinced him 
of his divine mission and powers. All such psychologizing is entirely 
repugnant to the outlook of the Synoptic Evangelists, who do not 
presume to speak about any 'experiences' of Jesus. In their eyes the 
significance of the baptism is that it represents the anointing of Jesus 
with the Holy Spirit to the office and work of the Messianic Servant of 
the Lord. As the kings of Israel were anointed and so became meshiah 
Yahweh, the Lord's Anointed (e.g. I Sam. 16.13; Ps. 89.20; II Kings 
9.3); as also at a later time priests were anointed for their sacred office 
(Ex. 29.7; 40.13-15; Lev. 8.12; Ps. 133.2, etc.); and, above all, as the 
figure of the Isaianic Prophet was anointed with the Spirit of the Lord 
(Isa. 11.2; 42.1; 44.3; 61.1), so Jesus, the Messianic Prophet, Priest 

1 Hyperdulia ('veneration', not a NT word) is distinguished by Roman Catholic 
theologians from latria (cf. Aar/*la, John 16.2; Rom. 9.4; 12.1; Heb. 9.1, 6), the 
supreme adoration which is properly offered to the Godhead alone. 
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and King, is anointed with the Spirit of the Lord. 1 Even the Fourth 
Evangelist, who omits all reference to the baptism of Jesus, neverthe- 
less makes the Baptist bear testimony to the descent of the Spirit as a 
dove upon Jesus (John 1.32f.) and insists upon his abundant endow- 
ment with the Spirit (John 3.34). 

The Synoptic record of the baptism of Jesus uses the rabbinic device 
of the Bath-qol to express the divine significance of the event. The 
words uttered by 'the voice which came out of the heavens' (Mark 1.11) 
identify Jesus with the Servant of the Lord of the Isaianic Servant 
Songs: Thou art my Son, the Beloved; in thee I am well pleased' 
(Mark 1.11; cf. Matt. 3.17; Luke 3.22). The reference is to Isa. 42.1, 
'Behold, my servant whom I uphold; my chosen, in whom my soul 
dehghteth; I have put my Spirit upon him.' In the non-LXX version 
of Isaiah read by Mark (cf. Matt. 12.18-21) Ms was used instead of 
TTCU? and ayaTTTjTos instead of cVAc/mfe. 2 The words spoken by the voice 
are also reminiscent of Ps. 2.7, The Lord said unto me, Thou art my 
son; this day have I begotten thee.' Mark does not in fact add the 
second part of the quotation from the Psalm, and there is, of course, no 
suggestion here of an adoptionist Christology. The day of baptism, as 
Christians well knew, was a day of 'begetting anew', and Christ at his 
baptism was, as it were, sacramentally 'begotten' of the Father as his 
beloved or unique Son. 

Mark's account would lead us to suppose that Jesus alone saw the 
heavens rent asunder and the dove descending, as in a vision, and that 
likewise he alone hears the voice (cf. Mark 1.10, ctSc); Matthew scarcely 
alters this impression, saying that it was Jesus who saw the dove 
descending (Matt. 3.16); but Luke suggests that the events happened 
for all to see (cf. aa^ari/coj etSei, 3.22). We cannot in fact reconstruct 
'what happened' at the baptism because the Gospel writers themselves 
were not concerned to impart this kind of information; nor does our 
ignorance in any way affect our understanding of the significance of the 
event. We may be sure that its meaning was taught to the disciples by 
Jesus himself, and it is a reasonable inference that he had already 
accepted his vocation as the Servant-Messiah when he went with the 
crowds to be baptized by John. He had already accepted the role of the 
Suffering Servant who 'was stricken for the transgression of his people, 
although he had done no violence, neither was any deceit in his mouth' 
(Isa. 53.8f.). He was the Servant (cf. o SICLKOVWV, Luke 22.27) who would 
justify many and bear their iniquities (Isa. 53.11), and this is why he 

1 Prophets are not anointed in the OT; the only exception is Elisha (I Kings 19.16). 
The Isaianic Prophet-figure is, of course, an altogether special or ideal case, who 
takes on the character both of king (Isa. 9.6f., etc.) and priest (Isa. 53.12). 

2 On dyamrrts see supra, 150 and 152f. 
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was baptized. The sinless one is baptized with John's 'baptism of 
repentance unto remission of sins' (Mark 1.4) for the same reason that 
he died: 'the Lord hath laid on him the iniquity of us all' (Isa. 53.6). 
As the Representative Man he bears the sins of the world to the baptism 
of repentance, as later he would bear them to the baptism of the cross. 
There is the deepest significance in Jesus's conception of his death as a 
baptism, and one that could and must be shared by his disciples 
(Mark 10.38f.; Luke 12.50), a bearing of God's people from Egyptian 
slavery by way of baptism in the sea of death (cf. I Cor. 10. If.) through 
a mighty exodus (cf. Luke 9.31) to the Land of Promise. 

The baptism of Jesus is, then, a foreshadowing of his death. The 
objection that the sinless one needs no baptism of repentance is the 
same objection as that which was made against the doctrine that the 
Messiah must suffer (cf. Mark 8.31-33, etc.; I Cor. 1.23). In the early 
Church the difficulty about why the sinless Christ was baptized seems 
to have been felt in certain quarters; Matthew inserts two verses into 
the Marcan narrative of the baptism: 'But John would have hindered 
him, saying, I have need to be baptized of thee, and comest thou to me? 
But Jesus answering said unto him, Suffer it now, for thus it becometh 
us to fulfil all righteousness (TrA^/xScrat irdaav Sucaioarvvriv). Then he 
suffereth him' (Matt. 3.14f.). Matthew has fundamentally the right 
answer to the problem: Jesus is baptized, Jesus dies, for the sake of 
SiKcuoavvrj, for the justification of the people of God (cf. Isa. 53.11, 
'My righteous servant shall justify many') . 

The Fourth Evangelist emphasizes the same truth (though he has 
not mentioned the baptism of Jesus) by making John the Baptist 
testify to Jesus as the 'Lamb of God, that taketh away the sin of the 
world' (John 1.29; cf. 1.36). The reference here may be to Gen. 22.8, 
'God will provide the lamb for the burnt offering'. The story of the 
sacrifice of Isaac is one of the OT themes which underlie the Synoptic 
account of the baptism, for the phrase in Mark 1 . 1 1, Sv ef d vlos pov 6 

dyairrjTOS, is a clear echo Of Gen. 22. 12 (LXX, rov viov crov rov dyaTT^Toi;). 

Probably the Synoptic account is influenced by the remarkable prophecy 
of Test. XII Pat., Levi 18.2-12 (dated by R. H. Charles, c. 109-106 B.C.) 
to the effect that God would raise up a new priest, in whose priesthood 
sin should come to an end (cf. John 1.29, d afpwv rfy a^apriav TOV 
Kocrfiov). In v. 6 we read: 'The heavens shall be opened (cf. Mark 1.10), 
and from the temple of glory shall come upon him sanctification with 
the Father's voice (cf. the Bath-qol) from Abraham to Isaac' and 
what Abraham says to Isaac is, 'God will provide a lamb for the burnt 
offering', and nothing else (Gen. 22.8). The reference in Test. Levi 18.7 
to the Spirit's resting upon this 'new priest' is further evidence that this 



The Descent of the Dove t81 

passage has influenced the form which the Synoptic story of the 
baptism has taken and has also had some bearing upon the Fourth 
Evangelist's use of the title 'Lamb of God' at this point in his narrative. 
The whole question of the meaning of that title is, however, very com- 
plicated, but at least we are probably on the right lines if we think of 
Jesus at his baptism as already offering himself as the sacrificial Lamb 
provided by God for the taking away of the sin of the world. 1 The whole 
NT theology of sacrifice is already implicit in the action of Jesus in 
going to be baptized 'unto the remission of sins'. There is no reason 
at all to suppose that Jesus did not have a clear conception of what he 
was doing; it is surely more probable that Jesus should have thought out 
this profound re-interpretation of the OT plan of salvation than that 
the Church should have done so a decade or two later. 

The symbolism of the dove in the narrative of the baptism (Mark 
1.10; Matt. 3.16; Luke 3.22) is not immediately apparent, since there 
seem to be no very close analogies in rabbinic writings. 2 The most 
probable explanation is that which connects the dove with Gen. 1.2, 
where the Spirit 'broods' over the old creation: so here, at the New 
Creation, on its 'first day', so to speak, the Spirit again broods over the 
waters (of Jordan). Jesus is made 'the Lord's Anointed', the first-born 
of those 'many brethren' who shall through their baptism in Holy 
Spirit themselves become xP iaro ^ anointed, and shall be made cor- 
porately into the new Adam, the New Creation. But, as is so often the 
case m biblical symbolism, a symbol may have a double reference, and 
we must always refuse to accept an either-or: possibly there is some 
reference to Gen. 8.8-12 (Noah's dove), since the early Church thought 
of the deliverance of Noah in his ark as a baptism of the human race 
(I Pet. 3.20f.). Other biblical references to doves shed no light on the 
matter. The doves which so often appear on or over the fonts of 
Christian churches remind us that our baptism is efficacious only 
because Christ was baptized and that in our baptism, as in his, the 
inward reality of the action is the descent of the Holy Spirit. 

THE TRANSFIGURATION OF CHRIST 

A rich complexity of theological motives is discernible in the Synoptic 
accounts of the Transfiguration (Mark 9.2-8; Matt. 17.1-8; Luke 
9.28-36). We are far removed, even in Mark, from simple eye-witness 
accounts of 'what happened'. All that we can say about the historical 
happening is that the three chosen witnesses underwent an experience 
which was beyond the power of human language to express, but which 

1 See further infra, 225-9. 

2 See C. K. Barrett, The Holy Spirit and the Gospel Tradition, 35-9. 
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they understood as a divine ratification of their conviction that Jesus 
was the Messiah of God. They articulated this conviction in a manner 
natural to Jews of the first century: it had been revealed to them that 
Jesus was indeed the prophet like unto Moses (Deut. 18.15, 18), who 
was to accomplish a redemption greater than that of the historical 
exodus and deliverance from Egypt. The mount of the Transfiguration 
is, of course, the new Sinai; it is futile to try to identify it geographically, 
because the Evangelists had no interest in geography for its own sake. 
The new Moses, like the old, hears the voice of God on the 'holy mount' 
(II Pet. 1.18). In Ex. 24.16 we read, 'And the glory of Yahweh abode 
upon Mount Sinai and the cloud covered it six days; and the seventh 
day he called unto Moses out of the midst of the cloud.' 'After six days 
Jesus taketh with him Peter and James and John' (Mark 9.2); St Mark 
does not tell us what it was six days after, for the reason that he is not 
giving a chronological account but a theological one: on the seventh 
day God called to the new Moses out of the midst of the cloud (Mark 
9.7). When Moses came down from Sinai the skin of his face shone, 
because he had spoken with God, and the children of Israel were afraid 
to come near him (Ex. 34.29f.); so, too, when Jesus came down from 
the Mount where he had been transfigured, the multitude which ran to 
salute him was 'greatly amazed' (Mark 9.15): St Mark leaves it to the 
Church's teachers, who are to use his compact notes of lessons, to ex- 
plain to the catechumens the significance of the crowd's amazement. 
St Luke, noting that it was Moses's face that shone (Ex. 34.29, LXX: 
ScSdfaoroiT? Sifiis rov xpai/zaTOS 1 rov irpoawirov aurou), adds to the Marcan 
stress upon the whiteness of Jesus's garments the detail that 'the fashion 

of his Countenance was altered' (TO ctSos rov trpoawTrov avrov mpov, 

Luke 9.29). The voice out of the cloud (Bath-qol) repeats (with minor 
variations) in all three Synoptists the words of the heavenly voice at the 
baptism of Jesus, 'This is my beloved Son' ; but there is a very significant 
addition 'hear ye him' (djcoifcrc avrov), a virtual quotation of Deut. 
18.15, aurou a*cw<76a0e, 'to him shall ye hearken'. The voice from the 
cloud testifies that this is the promised prophet like unto Moses, to 
whom God's people must hearken. 

The introduction of Elijah into the scene, along with Moses, does 
not alter the character of the Synoptic Transfiguration narrative as a 
notable specimen of genuinely primitive Jewish-Christian Christological 
teaching of the Moses-Prophet type. For in rabbinic thought Elijah 
is himself a second Moses, who contended for the Torah and who also 
was vouchsafed an encounter with God on 'the holy mount' (Horeb- 
Sinai: I Kings 19.8); he is 'Moses-over-again', just as Elisha is 'Elijah- 
over-again', according to the biblical doctrine of personalities as 
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overflowing into one another. Both Moses and Elijah (in the rabbinic 
view) had not died, but had been translated to heaven a point which is 
seized upon by St Luke. Thus, it is not strictly correct to say that in the 
Transfiguration story Moses represents the Law and Elijah the Prophets, 
which alike bear testimony to Jesus, because Moses is essentially 'the 
Prophet' and Elijah is simply another Moses. The two figures had been 
assimilated in Jewish thought at least since the writing of Mai. 4.4f. 
In the story Moses and Elijah represent the old order as contrasted 
with the new, in which it is fulfilled. After the voice from heaven has 
testified, they vanish away, and the disciples see no one any more save 
Jesus only with themselves (Mark 9.8). 

It is hardly surprising that the liberal critics, who failed to see that 
profound biblical truth is conveyed in the form of pictures and symbols, 
should have been at a loss to attach any meaning to the story of the 
Transfiguration. For a long time it was customary to regard it as a 
'misplaced Resurrection story' (J. Wellhausen, A. Loisy, R. Bultmann, 
etc.); more recently it has become usual to emphasize its eschatological 
character. 1 There can be little doubt that Moses and Elijah figure in the 
story because of the expectation of the 'prophet like unto Moses' and of 
the Elijah, who should appear in the last days (Mai. 4.4f.; Mark 9.1 1, 
etc.), and Lohmeyer is doubtless near the mark when he conjectures 
that the three disciples are the Keim undKern, the foundation members, 
of the eschatological community, to whom is revealed the mystery of 
the heavenly Son of Man m the glory of his parousia. In St Mark's 
view Peter, James and John are given a glimpse of the future glory of 
the Messiah, whom they had confessed, as the incognito of his person is 
for a brief moment unveiled. It is, however, only St Luke who specific- 
ally mentions the S6ga and says that it was seen by the disciples (9.3 If.); 
but the idea of the eschatological 86a is not far away from the Marcan 
account. St Peter's suggestion about building three tabernacles is not, 
of course, a gauche remark, as it used so often to be said to be: it is a 
natural part of the eschatological symbolism of the story. The Jews 
had come to look forward to the tabernacling presence of the Messiah 
with his righteous elect ones (represented here by Moses and Elijah) 
(cf. Ezek. 37.27; 43.7, 9; Zech. 2.10f.; 8.3, 8; Tob. 13.10; John 1.14; 
Rev. 21.3, etc.), and Peter was dimly aware that the days were nigh when 
the tabernacle of God was to be with men. But the time was not yet 
fulfilled; the work of Christ was not yet completed Peter did not yet 
fully understand; he did not yet realize that the Christ must suffer: 

1 See E. Lohmeyer, Das Evangelium des Markus, G. H. Boobyer, St Mark and the 
Transfiguration Story, 1942, and esp. A. M. Ramsey, The Glory of God and the Trans- 
figuration of Christ, 1949, 101-11. 
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'he wist not what to answer' (Mark 9.6). It is St Luke who brings out 
the poignancy of the situation: Moses and Elijah spoke with Jesus about 
the very matter which the disciples could not yet understand, namely, 
4 his exodus which he was about to accomplish at Jerusalem 9 (Luke 
9.31). The new Moses must accomplish his exodus deliverance before 
his assumptio^ his being received up (Luke 9.51) into the glory of his 
heavenly reign. But the glory is already his, even though now it is 
veiled; and on the Mount of Transfiguration the chosen witnesses are 
given a proleptic glimpse of it. The Transfiguration experience was for 
the apostles a means of assurance concerning the fulfilment of those 
things for which Christians hope ; it was a momentary revelation of glory 
in the darkness, like a lamp shining in a squalid place, which must 
suffice until the day dawn and the day-star of the unveiled parousia- 
glory arise (II Pet. 1.16-19). By faith the Sofa of God was even now 
seen by Christians shining in the face (Trpo'aomov) of Jesus Christ, even 
as it had shone upon the face of Moses (II Cor. 4.6; Ex. 34.29-35). 
The visible shining of the Sofa in the face of Jesus Christ in the sight of 
the three witnesses was a testimony vouchsafed by God to his chosen 
apostles, like the Sofa-light which had shone upon Paul himself on the 
Damascus road (Acts 22.11). The Transfiguration was a sign to those 
who would believe the apostles' testimony that the faith and hope of the 
Gospel of Christ were not illusory. 

St Luke in particular thinks of Jesus as the new Moses who re-enacts 
the drama of salvation of which the Torah was the classical and 
original kerugma\ like Moses of old, Jesus accomplishes an exodus and 
goes forward to his 'assumption'. 1 Of course, the historical events of 
the life of Jesus do not fit neatly into the Pentateuchal pattern, and it is 
an indication of the canonical Evangelists' respect for history that they 
do not attempt to force them into it. For instance, Moses on the holy 
Mount has made with God the sacred Covenant and ratified it with the 
blood of the animal victims (Ex. 24); but there is no suggestion of 
a covenant-making on the Mount of Transfiguration, because the 
Evangelists have no wish to pursue a typological fulfilment, however 
striking, which would detract from the historical scene of covenant- 
making on the night on which Jesus was betrayed (Mark 14.24; cf. 
Ex. 24.8). But, being Jews, they seize upon the typological parallels 
wherever they can, because the Pentateuchal scheme of salvation was the 
only kerugmatic pattern they knew: God's act of salvation proclaimed 
in the OT was inevitably taken as the type of which the apostolic 
kerugma was the fulfilment. The story of Moses foreshadows that of 

1 For the elaboration of this theme see C. F. Evans, 'The Central Section of St 
Luke's Gospel* in Studies in the Gospels ; ed. D. . Nineham, 37-53. 
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Jesus. The desert sojourning, the ascent of the holy Mount, the feeding 
with bread from heaven and the 'exodus' in Jerusalem are obvious 
fulfilments of the Mosaic pattern; but it would have been difficult to 
find any parallel for the resurrection in the Pentateuch; indeed, the NT 
writers are hard pressed to find OT parallels at all. 1 For St Luke, 
however, with his schematized Ascension after forty days, there was 
the widely current rabbinic belief in the Assumption of Moses. In the 
OT only Enoch (Gen. 5.24; Ecclus. 44.16; 49.14; Heb. 11.5) and 
Elijah (II Kings 2.11) are translated or 'assumed' to heaven without 
dying; hence their prominence in apocalyptic literature as revealers of 
secrets. But by the first century A.D. Moses also is accorded a similar 
honour. 2 The avaX^fn/tis Mwvacws was thus a foreshadowing of Christ's 
ascension, and in Luke 9.51f. we read, 'It came to pass, when the days 
were being fulfilled that he should be assumed (e'yeWro 8c eV TO) avp.TrXrj- 
povaOcuras rj^cpasTrjsdvaXrjjj^l/ews avrov), he stedfastly set his face to go to 

Jerusalem, and sent messengers before his face ' The noun avaA^/x^t? 

here is a hapax in the NT, but of course the verb dvaXa^dvav is used 
of the ascending of Christ to heaven (Acts 1.2, 11, 22; I Tim. 3.16; 
Mark 16.19). In the LXX and other Jewish writings dvaA^/x^t? is used 
of miraculous translations. C. F. Evans is doubtless moving along right 
lines when he calls attention to the careful working out in St Luke's 
Gospel of the theme of Jesus as the new Moses and also a distinctively 
Lucan idea as the new Elijah. 3 

THE PASSION STORY 

All the NT writers believe that the OT foretells the Gospel story, at 
least in figure. The Jewish Scriptures constituted in apostolic days the 
only written record of God's revelation; and therefore this revelation 
must contain, albeit in hidden types and symbols, an account of the 
events that were to be fulfilled in the days of the Messianic salvation. 
The NT view is stated concisely in I Pet. 1.10-12: 'Concerning which 
salvation the prophets sought and searched diligently, who prophesied 
of the grace that should come unto you: searching what time or what 
manner of time the Spirit of Christ which was in them did point unto, 

1 See infra, 190-2. 

2 The work known as The Assumption of Moses, now extant only in a single Latin 
MS., was originally written in Heb. or Aramaic by a quietist Pharisee shortly after 
the death of Herod the Great. It is in a lost appendix to this work, quoted by Greek 
patristic writers, that there appear references to the dispute between Michael and 
Satan over the body of Moses, which was followed by the triumphant 'assumption* 
of Moses into heaven. (An allusion to this legend, or a quotation from this work, is 
found in the canonical Jude 9.) See the edition of R. H. Charles (1897); also F. C. 
Burkitt, art. 'Moses, Assumption of in HDB III, 448-50; also C. F. Evans, op. at. 

3 Op. cit. \ see also supra, 118. 
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when it testified beforehand the sufferings of Christ, and the glories 
that should follow them. To whom it was revealed, that not unto 
themselves, but unto you, did they minister these things, which now 
have been announced unto you through them that preached the Gospel 
unto you in the Holy Spirit sent forth from heaven.' The mysteries of 
salvation, which lie veiled in the OT even from the understanding of 
the prophets themselves, are now made manifest through the Spirit's 
activity when the good news of God's action in Christ is proclaimed 
by the Church's preachers. Christ is the key to the Scriptures. 

This view of the fulfilment of the Scriptures is very clearly apparent 
in the Passion story. If the Christian preachers had indeed something 
scandalous to proclaim (cf. I Cor. 1.23; Gal. 5.11; I Pet. 2.8; Deut. 
21.23), then it was above all things necessary to demonstrate that Christ 
died according to the Scriptures (I Cor. 15.3). There are good reasons 
for thinking that the Passion story is the oldest part of the Gospel 
tradition to receive definite shape, 1 and it is not difficult to see why. 
It was necessary from the earliest days of tfre preaching to meet the 
obvious objection that Jesus could not be the Messiah, not only because 
of the scriptural difficulty (Deut. 21.23), but also because Roman 
justice had tried him and condemned him to death as a malefactor. 
The sufficient answer to this objection was to let the facts speak for 
themselves, to tell quite simply and without adornment the story of how 
Jesus died. The Passion story was from the beginning an essential part 
of the Gospel preaching; and from the beginning it was found to have 
a wonderful power to convince men's hearts. 

The belief having arisen that the Isaianic picture of the Servant 
of the Lord was a prophecy of Christ (Matt. 12.18-21 ; Acts 3.13, 26; 
4.27, 30; 8.32-35; I Pet. 2.21-25), it would naturally be assumed by the 
Gospel-writers that all the details of the oracle in Isa. 52.13-53.12 must 
have been fulfilled; so also with Ps. 22 and certain other passages. 
Thus, Mark 15.29f. ('. . . railed on him, wagging their heads, and 
saying, Ah, thou that destroyest the Temple and buildest it in three 
days, save thyself and come down from the cross') is clearly reminiscent 
of Ps. 22.7f. ('All they that see me laugh me to scorn; they shoot out 
the lip and shake the head, saying, Commit thyself unto the Lord; let 
him deliver him, seeing he delighteth in him'). Matthew, in order that 
the parallel with Ps. 22 should not be missed, puts into the mouths of 
the railing chief priests a definite quotation from the Psalm: 'He 
trusteth on God; let him deliver him now, if he desireth him' (Matt. 

1 Cf. V. Taylor, The Formation of the Gospel Tradition, 1933, 44ff.; R. H. Light- 
foot, History and Interpretation in the Gospels, 1934, 126ff.; M. Dibelius, From 
Tradition to Gospel, ET, 1934, 23; R. Bultmann, Form-Criticism, ET, 1934, 65. 
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27.43). Possibly the story about the soldiers' parting Jesus's garments 
and casting lots for them (Mark 15.24) is an inference from Ps. 22.18: 
They part my garments among them, and upon my vesture do they 
cast lots.' Certain MSS. of Mark add a verse (Mark 15.28, AV; RV mg. 
only) to underline the significance of the crucifixion between two robbers: 
'And the scripture was fulfilled which saith, And he was reckoned with 
the transgressors' (Isa. 53.12); in Luke the quotation is made by 
Jesus himself in his address to the disciples after the Last Supper 
(Luke 22.37). The offering of vinegar on a sponge (Mark 15.36) fulfils 
Ps. 69.21, They gave me also gall for my meat, and in my thirst they 
gave me vinegar to drink.' Matthew doubtless had this verse in mind 
when he converted the statement of Mark 15.23 that, as soon as they 
arrived at Golgotha, Jesus was given some wine mingled with myrrh 
(the ordinary posca or soldiers' drink), which he refused, into the state- 
ment that the wine was mingled with gall (Matt. 27.34), which Jesus 
tasted before refusing. Again, it may be that the tradition recorded in 
certain MSS. of Matt. 27.49 (see RV mg.) that water flowed from the 
pierced side of Jesus (as explicitly stated in John 19.34) was based upon 
Ps. 22.14, 'I am poured out like water.' 

These examples must suffice to shew how the evangelists wrote their 
stories of the Passion in such a way as to illustrate the early Church's 
conviction that the Scriptures concerning Christ had a reXos (Luke 
22.37). The Passion story was foretold by the prophets: 'the Son of 
Man goeth even as it is written of him' (Mark 14.21 ; cf. Luke 24.25-27, 
44; Acts 3.18, 24). Everything that had happened, including the minutest 
details of the Passion drama, was according to 'the determinate counsel 
and foreknowledge of God' (Acts 2.23). In Matt. 26.53f. Jesus himself 
is made to say, Thinkest thou that I cannot beseech my Father, and he 
shall even now send me more than twelve legions of angels ? How then 
should the Scriptures be fulfilled, that thus it must be?' Or again, he 
says to those who had come with swords and staves to arrest him, 'All 
this is come to pass that the Scriptures of the prophets might be ful- 
filled' (Matt. 26.56). The vivid details of the Passion narratives, such as 
the casting lots by the soldiers or the vinegar on the sponge, are not 
recorded by the Evangelists because they were good story-tellers with 
an eye for pictorial effect, but because these incidents demonstrated 

the principle, rovro TO ycypa^evov Set TeXcaOrjvat, (Luke 22.37). The 
scandal of the cross (Gal. 5.11) was pre-determined in all its details by 
the will of God. It is in the life and death of Jesus Christ that the 
problem of free will and predestination finds its most poignant expres- 
sion, and here, too, if anywhere, it must find its solution. The pre- 
determined one freely chooses his appointed destiny: 'not what I will, 
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but what thou wilt' (Mark 14.36). In Christ, the elect of God, perfect 
freedom and absolute determination intersect; human freedom and 
divine omnipotence meet and are one. The problem of free will 
and determination can be solved only in the new humanity of Jesus 
Christ. 1 

The Passion-story cannot, of course, be considered apart from the 
preaching of the resurrection to which it is the prelude. Taken together 
the passion and resurrection narratives fulfil the vmdication-/H0f/y 
which occurs frequently in the OT. 'The stone which the builders re- 
jected, the same was made the head of the corner' (Mark 12.10, quoting 
Ps. 118.22; cf. also Acts 4.11; I Pet. 2.7; compare Isa. 28.16 and Eph. 
2.20). It is natural that Israel, having suffered much in the course of her 
history, should look to God for her vindication (cVSi/c^dt?); the theme 
is a common one, especially in apocalyptic passages (e.g. Zech. 3; 
Dan. 7, and cf. the Revelation of St John passim). But the longing for 
vindication is often scarcely distinguishable from the desire for venge- 
ance upon the oppressors, and it is significant that the word cVSt/c^o-t? 
means not only vindication but also vengeance. The prayer that God 
will speedily avenge injustice can easily pass over into a lust for revenge. 
The OT teaches that vengeance belongs to God (Deut. 32.35, cited in 
Rom. 12.19 and Heb. 10.30; Ps. 94.1; Isa. 1.24; 59.18; Nahum 1.2; 
Ecclus. 28.1), and this principle is strongly re-asserted by our Lord in 
Luke 18.7f., etc. He absolutely forbids all revenge or retaliation on the 
part of his followers (Matt. 5.38-48; 6.14f.; Luke 9.51-55; 17.3f.; cf. 
23.34), and St Paul understands his teaching precisely (Rom. 12.17-21 ; 
I Thess. 4.6). On the other hand, the Apostle can paint a lurid and 
terrifying picture of the eVSi'/c^o-ij which will be visited at the parousia 
upon those who now afflict the Church and disobey the Gospel of our 
Lord Jesus (II Thess. 1.6-9), to which there are equally lurid parallels 
elsewhere in the NT (e.g. Mark 9.43-48; Jude 7; Rev. 21.8). Perhaps 
these are best taken as graphic ways of insisting upon God's character 
of avenging righteousness, which must nevertheless not be dwelt upon 
to the exclusion of his character of willing the conversion and redemp- 
tion of the sinner. It is not entirely true to say that in the OT Isa. 
52.13-53.12 is the only passage in which the suffering one, having been 
vindicated, actually saves his persecutors and makes intercession for the 
transgressors: the Joseph-saga (Gen. 37-50) is a superb setting-forth of 
the biblical doctrine of vicarious suffering, for Joseph, when triumphant, 
saves his brethren who had done him cruel wrong. But the NT nowhere 
refers explicitly to the example of Joseph and does not explicitly set 

1 For a valuable consideration of the problem here raised see D. M. Baillie, 
God Was in Christ, 1948, esp. 106-32. 
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forth Joseph as a type of Christ; 1 this, however, does not prevent us 
from recognizing in the 'primitive' Joseph-stories a deep biblical insight 
into the nature of vicarious suffering which is fulfilled in the story of 
Christ in the Gospels : 'And Israel said unto Joseph, Do not thy brethren 
feed the flock in Shechem? Come and I will send thee unto them. And 
he answered, Here am F (Gen. 37.13). The whole Gospel story of how 
God overrides men's evil purposes and out of their misdeeds works 
their salvation is implicit in the children's story of Joseph and his 
brethren. It is, however, to Isa. 53 that the apostolic Church looks for 
guidance on the subject of eVSt'/cTyo-i? in the sense both of vindication 
and of vengeance, and its practical application is perhaps most clearly 
set forth in I Pet. 2.18-25: *. . . Hereunto were ye called, because Christ 
also suffered for you, leaving you an example. . . .' The most evil deed 
that men have ever committed, the nailing of God's Messiah to the 
cross, is made by God the means of the salvation of sinners: God's 
vengeance is, in the final shewing of the NT, a heaping of the fiery 
coals of his love upon the head of his enemy (cf. Rom. 12.20). 2 

1 Dr Austin Farrer, however, has presented a strong case for the view that a 
Joseph-typology is to be found in the Marcan Passion story: as Joseph (the Patriarch) 
begged permission to bury the old Israel (Gen. 50.4-6), so Joseph (of Anmathaea) 
begs permission to bury the new Israel (Mark 1 5.42-46), etc. See The Glass of Vision, 
1948, 144f.; A Study in St Mark, 141, 174, 333f. See also Helen Gardner, The Limits 
of Literary Criticism, 1956, 25-39. 

2 On cjcSurlcD and c'*8tVi?atff see also footnote 3 on p 198 infra. 



THE RESURRECTION, ASCENSION 
AND VICTORY OF CHRIST 



THE principal argument for the truth of Christ's resurrection 
does not consist in a skilful piecing together of the documentary 
evidence of the Gospels, or even of the NT as a whole, but in 
what the Church does every Sunday and in the quality of her life on 
every day of the week. When the Church meets to break the bread in 
accordance with her Lord's command, she not only proclaims his death 
(I Cor. 11.26), but also witnesses to his resurrection. The weekly 
celebration of the death of a dead leader would be no occasion of joy 
and thanksgiving, and the fact that from the earliest days the disciples 
met to make joyful memorial of his death, re-enacting the solemn scene 
in the upper room on the night on which he was betrayed, is the strong- 
est possible evidence of the certainty of their knowledge of his resur- 
rection. 'He was known of them in the breaking of the bread' (Luke 
24.35). The coming together again of the disciples, who had 'all left 
him and fled' (Mark 14.50), is proof enough that something miraculous 
had occurred; and the existence of the Church at all, if we have regard 
to the circumstances in which Jesus's mission had apparently ended in 
total failure and disaster, should be sufficient to convince us that the 
explanation given by the apostles themselves, is the only one which 
can command rational assent. It alone can account for their courageous 
witness before the very tribunal which had condemned their Master 
(Acts 4.5-22). Henceforth they were witnesses of his resurrection 
(Acts 1.22; 2.32; 4.33). 

'ACCORDING TO THE SCRIPTURES' 

The apostolic Church believed that Christ was 'raised on the third 
day according to the Scriptures' (I Cor. 15.4). 'Thus it is written, that 
Christ should suffer and rise again from the dead the third day' (Luke 
24.46; cf. 24.25f.). Yet it is difficult to find specific OT passages which 
can be regarded as definite prophecies of Christ's resurrection on the 
third day. Isa. 53.10-12 predicts a triumphant vindication of the right- 
eous Servant, but is not quoted as a resurrection proof-text in the NT; 
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also Ps. 22, taken as a whole, speaks of triumph after suffering, since 
the NT writers did not know the critical view that w. 22-31 belong to a 
separate composition. Prophecies of the resurrection were found in the 
Psalms, e.g. Ps. 2.1f. (quoted in Acts 4.25f.), Ps. 16.8-11 (Acts 2.25-28), 
Ps. 110.1 (Acts 2.34f.), Ps. 118.22 (Acts 4.11, etc.). But none of 
these passages can be held to foretell a resurrection on the third 
day, yet this is what St Luke and St Paul declare to be written in 
the Scriptures. Three OT passages might perhaps have been in their 
minds. 

The first is Hos. 6.2: 'After two days he will revive us; on the third 
day he will raise us up, and we shall live before him.' To our modern 
minds this may seem far-fetched, but to the NT writers it would appear 
entirely apposite. Hosea is predicting the restoration of Israel after her 
punishment for her infidelity is over: the NT thinks of Christ as the 
new Israel, chastened for our sins and raised for our justification (Rom. 
4.25). The new Israel recapitulates and fulfils the history of the old. 
The OT was written, as St Paul says, rvmKws 'by way of figure'; 
the form of Christ is discernible in the whole and in the parts. The 
things which happened to Israel 'happened to them by way of example 
(rirrnKtos), and they are written for our admonition, upon whom the 
ends of the ages are come' (I Cor. 10.11). Thus, Christ is the Christian 
passover-lamb and Easter is the Christian Pascha (cf. I Cor. 5.7f.): the 
Church reads Ex. 12.1-14 as the OT lection on Easter Sunday morning. 
At Eastertide we sing St John Damascene's Alawpev naives Aaot 
(c. A.D. 750): 

'Come, ye faithful, raise the strain 

Of triumphant gladness; 
God hath brought his Israel 

Into joy from sadness; 
Loosed from Pharaoh's bitter yoke 

Jacob's sons and daughters; 
Led them with unmoistened foot 

Through the Red Sea waters.' 

(Trans. J. M. Neale) 

The second passage is Jonah 1.17: 'Jonah was in the belly of the fish 
three days and three nights.' We have definite evidence in Matt. 12.40 
that some at least in the Church of NT times understood it as a prophecy 
of the burial and resurrection of Christ: 'As Jonah was three days and 
three nights in the belly of the sea-monster, so shall the Son of Man be 
three days and three nights in the heart of the earth.' (St Luke does not 
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interpret the arj^lov of Jonah in this way; Luke 11.29-32.) Again, if the 
references seem to us far-fetched, we must remember that Jonah's 
adventure was a parable of Israel's, '.burial' m the land of Exile and 
subsequent resurrection (cf. Ezek. 37.1-14), and that in NT thought the 
Messiah must recapitulate the history of Israel. 

The third passage, which is more conjectural, is Ex. 19.1 Of.: The 
LORD said unto Moses, Go unto the people, and sanctify them today 
and tomorrow . . . and be ready against the third day: for the third day 
the LORD will come down in the sight of all the people upon Mount 
Sinai.' It is perhaps just conceivable that the otherwise somewhat 
inexplicable introduction of 'the mountain where Jesus had appointed 
them' in Matt. 28.16 is an allusion to the coming down of the Lord 
upon the mount on the third day in the story of the making of the Old 
Covenant. But the matter must remain very doubtful, and it is note- 
worthy chiefly as indicating how difficult it is to find clear prophecies in 
Scripture of a resurrection on the third day. Indeed, it may be said with 
emphasis that the resurrection-story could not have been constructed 
out of OT precedents (as the Passion story can be constructed in a 
measure out of Ps. 22 and Isa. 53), and it is clear that the NT writers did 
not find it easy to accumulate any very substantial body of testimonia 
concerning the resurrection. The Gospel story would hardly have con- 
tained a resurrection-episode if it had been composed by learned rabbis 
out of OT prophecies concerning a Messiah, even if they could have 
constructed a Passion narrative of such a kind. The story would have 
concluded with something rather more like the 'assumption of Moses'. 
The events of the life, death and resurrection of Jesus do not fit exactly 
into the Pentateuchal pattern ; the canonical Evangelists are content to 
do their best with the historical material in their hand, and, where it 
cannot be poured into the Pentateuchal mould, they are not at all 
embarrassed at having to leave so many of its intractable elements 
sticking out of the framework of the OT pre-view of the Messianic 
salvation. 

THE DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE OF THE RESURRECTION 

There is sufficient evidence in the NT that from the earliest times the 
apostolic TTOLpaSoais contained a definite account of the appearances of 
the Lord after his resurrection. The tradition of Christ's resurrection 
was taught to the catechumens along with the rest of the material con- 
cerning the life and words of Jesus. The preachers had, of course, 
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and we may confidently regard the speeches put into the mouth of St 

'Peter by St Luke (Acts 2.14-36; 3.12-26; 4.8-12; 5.29-32; 10.34-43) as 
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examples of the earliest Christian preaching. 1 Those who had been 
attracted into the Church's fellowship by the message of the preachers 
were handed over to the teachers for instruction in the TrapdSoais con- 
cerning the Lord Jesus which formed the basis of the Church's teaching 
upon all aspects of faith and morals. Two specimens of the Trapd&ocris 
of the resurrection of Christ have been preserved in summary form in 
the NT. 

The first is found in I Cor. 15.1-9, where Paul reminds his Corinthian 
converts of the words in which he preached the Gospel to them. He 
thinks of it as the common Trapabovis of the Church, not as a private 
teaching of his own; it is 'that which also I received' (v. 3). It carries us 
back to a time before the earliest written Gospel. It recounts how Christ 
had been raised on the third day according to the Scriptures, that he 
had appeared to Cephas (i.e. Peter), then to the Twelve (? the Eleven), 
then to above five hundred brethren at once, then to James, then to all 
the apostles, and last to Paul himself. Certain points remain obscure 
in this summary statement. The appearance to Peter is not described in 
the Gospels but is mentioned in Luke 24.34 and is doubtless fore- 
shadowed in Mark 16.7. Nor is the appearance to James recorded in 
the canonical Gospels; and we have no other reference to the appear- 
ance to the five hundred brethren. Nevertheless such is the tradition 
which Paul had received and which he delivered to his churches; and 
there were alive in his day many who could have challenged his teach- 
ing, if it had departed from the generally accepted tradition. 

The second example of the Church's Tra/aaSocns-, similarly summar- 
ized, is found in Mark 16.9-15. It has been the tendency of many NT 
scholars in recent years to assume that the whole of Mark 16.9-20 ('the 
Longer Ending') is the composition of a later writer who is drawing 
upon the endings of St Matthew and St Luke, both of which are before 
him as he writes. This is a gratuitous assumption; it is at least as likely 
that the author is preserving a section of the Trapaboais of which St 
Matthew's and St Luke's endings contain somewhat elaborate literary 
versions. The passage records an appearance of the Risen Lord to Mary 
Magdalene, whose report was disbelieved by the disciples; an appear- 
ance to two disciples 'on their way into the country', who also were not 
believed (contrast Luke 24.34), and finally an appearance to the Eleven 
as they sat at meat, when Jesus upbraided them for their unbelief and 
commanded them to go into the whole icdo/io? and proclaim the good 
news to the whole creation. There seems to be no reason whatever why 
we should doubt that there was an original TrapdSocis of this kind, 
which was handed on by the Church's teachers from apostolic 

1 See supra, 24f. 
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times until the reading of the Gospels, which came eventually to be 
accepted as canonical, supplanted altogether the handing on of an oral 
tradition. 

Within this TrapaSoat?, or general framework, it is possible to discern 
particular pericopae which must have been handed down by the 
Church's teachers from the earliest days. C. H. Dodd has recently called 
attention to the existence in the resurrection narratives of the Gospels 
of pericopae of the Paradigm (Apophthegm, Pronouncement-story) 
type. 1 He cites as examples Matt. 28.8-10, Matt. 28.16-20 and John 
20.19-21. They are pericopae which bear all the characteristics of folk- 
tradition, 'in which an oft-repeated story is rubbed down and polished, 
like a water-worn pebble, until nothing but the essential remains, in 
its most arresting and memorable form'. 2 They have a common pattern : 
A. The Situation: Christ's followers bereft of their Lord; B. The 
Appearance of the Lord; C. The Greeting; D. The Recognition, and 
E. The Word of Command. In fact, all the elements are present by 
which in other contexts the form-critics would adjudge pericopae to be 
primitive. They are starkly factual, neither symbolical nor allusive; they 
are clearly not mythological inventions designed to bring out the signi- 
ficance of the historical. Contrasted with the stories of (for example) 
the Baptism and the Transfiguration, they contain no elaborate theo- 
logical motifs, no apocalyptic or eschatological symbolism. They wit- 
ness (on the strictest form-critical principles) to the facticity of the 
resurrection as an historical event, as historical as any other event of 
which we have knowledge through the paradigms of the Synoptic 
Gospels. , 

In addition to this paradigmatic element, there is also amongst the 
resurrection-narratives of the Gospels a markedly didactic element, in 
which profound theological truth is conveyed through the telling of 
stories. We must not, however, think of them as nothing more than 
good specimens of the story-teller's art; they are indeed works of 
literary craftsmanship of a high order, but their aim is didactic; they 
are not merely 'good stories', such as the form-critics considered their 
somewhat imaginary class of Novellen to be (e.g. the Gadarene Swine 
or the Epileptic Boy). Good instances of these more literary, didactic 
elements would be the Walk to Emmaus (Luke 24.13-35) or the Appear- 
ance to Peter and the six other disciples at the Sea of Galilee (John 
21.1-14). They are doubtless founded upon fact, but the stories as we 
have them have been made into such superb parables, charged with 

1 In his * Essay in the Form-Criticism of the Gospels* in Studies in the Gospels, 
ed. D. E. Nmeham, 9-35. 

2 Op. cit., 10. 
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profound theological teaching, that we cannot tell what could have 
been their original form. Perhaps St Luke elaborated an ancient element 
in the common irapdSocr^ about the journey of the two disciples into the 
country (Mark 16.12f.), so that it became a wonderful parable of the 
Risen Christ as the Opener of the Scriptures (testimonium Spiritus 
sancti mternum) and as the Host at the Eucharist: the breaking of bread 
accompanied by the exposition of the (OT) Scriptures in the apostolic 
Church. Perhaps St John has likewise elaborated a primitive element in 
the tradition which is given in another form in Luke 5.1-11 (the Mir- 
aculous Draught of Fishes), and made it into a beautiful parable of the 
Church's missionary triumph as she obeys the command of her Risen 
Master. We cannot tell; but it is certain that both these stories, though 
they are profound theological parables, contain in its deepest sense the 
truth of history: the apostolic Church's experience of the reality and 
power of Christ's resurrection. 

Finally it should be noted that there appears also in the literary 
tradition of the resurrection still another motif, viz. the apologetic. 
Perhaps the clearest example of it is to be seen in St Matthew's story 
of the Sealing of the Sepulchre and the Setting of the Guard (Matt. 
27.62-66), which is designed to counter the slander of 'the Jews' that the 
disciples had stolen the body of Jesus (Matt. 28.11-15). Similarly an 
apologetic against docetic interpretations, which made Christ's resur- 
rection purely 'spiritual', is also found. Thus, in Luke 24.41-43 the 
Risen Lord eats a piece of broiled fish, and in Luke 24.39 he says, 
'Handle me and see, for a Trveiyza hath not flesh and bones, as ye behold 
me having.' Similarly in John 20.26-29 Thomas is invited to put his 
hand into Christ's side. 1 St Luke tells how Peter corroborated the truth 
of the women's story of the Empty Tomb, having run to the tomb and 
seen 'the linen cloths by themselves' (24.12); St John elaborates this 
apologetic, supplying many more circumstantial details, and adding 
as an additional witness 'the other disciple whom Jesus loved' 
(20.1-10). 

Only two NT writers claim that they have themselves seen the Risen 
Lord. St Paul makes the claim in I Cor. 9.1 and 15.8 (but it is St Luke 
who gives us the accounts of the matter in Acts 9.3-8 ; 22.6-1 1 ; 26. 1 2-1 8 ; 
cf. 18.9); and St John in the Apocalypse describes his vision of the 'one 
like unto the Son of Man' in Rev. 1.10-18. It is noteworthy, however, 
that by comparison with this apocalyptic figure the Risen Christ of the 

1 The 'Touch me not* to Mary in John 20.17 is not inconsistent with this, because 
in the Johanmne view Mary sees Christ having come out of the tomb before his 
Ascension to the Father; the appearance of Christ to the disciples 'when the doors 
were shut' takes place after Christ has ascended, and has now returned in his glorious 
body to impart the Spirit to the disciples. See supra, 116. 
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Gospel appearances is an essentially human and historical person. The 
resurrection stories of the Gospels are remarkably free from all apoca- 
lyptic imagery and symbolism, and in this respect may be strongly 
contrasted with the transfiguration stories; the latter are per contra 
devoid of those kerugmatic and paradigmatic elements which, as we 
have noted, are found in the resurrection tradition. 

THE EMPTY TOMB 

The fact that the tomb was found to be empty on Easter Sunday 
morning appears to be a part of the original napdBo^s of the resur- 
rection, and not just a later addition designed for apologetic purposes 
(as perhaps Matthew's story of the Guard may be; Matt. 27.62-66; 
28.11-15). The oldest MSS. of St Mark end with the finding of the 
tomb empty by the women who had gone 'very early on the first day 
of the week' to anoint the body of the crucified Master (Mark 16.1-8; 
cf. Matt. 28.1-7; Luke 24.1-12; John 20.1-10). *The notion that th'e 
resurrection of Christ was a purely 'spiritual' affair, while his corpse 
remained in the tomb, is a vfery modern one, which rests upon theories 
of the impossibility of miracle drawn from nineteenth-cenuiry physics. 
Supporters of this view have claimed that there is no reference to the 
Empty Tomb in the tra.pd&om$ which St Paul received (I Cor. 15.3-8) 
and that it could not therefore have been a part of the primitive tradi- 
tion. Against this argument it may be replied that St Paul and others 
may have omitted the story of the visit of the women to the tomb 
because they did not wish it to be thought that the case for the resurrec- 
tion of Christ was dependent upon the evidence of hysterical women. 
But more important is the consideration that to St Paul, as to any other 
Jew of the time, a merely 'spiritual' resurrection would have appeared 
unintelligible. Unlike the Greeks, the Jews did not think of a man as 
being made up of a body and a soul; a man was a living body. If Christ 
was raised from the dead, he must have been raised in the body. Thus, 
Paul cannot conceive of those who are risen in Christ as existing in a 
disembodied state: they have a 'spiritual body' (I Cor. 15.44). Spiritual 
realities, celestial or terrestrial, divine or human, are embodied in their 
own appropriate embodiments (I Cor. 15.35-41). When the earthly 
house of our tabernacle is dissolved, we shall be clothed upon with our 
habitation from heaven, so that we shall not be found naked (II Cor. 
5.1-3), i.e. with the kind of nakedness which disembodied spirits endure. 
The notion of a disembodied person is repugnant to the Hebrew mind ; 
a TTveCfia is something unnatural, monstrous and evil, and the idea that 
the Risen Christ is such a wevpa is rejected with horror (Luke 24.37). 
It is exceedingly unlikely that St Paul would have countenanced any 
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notion of Christ's resurrection other than that of a physical resurrection 
in the sense of the narratives of the Empty Tomb. 

Yet the body of the Risen Lord in the Gospel accounts is a glorified 
body (cf. Phil. 3.21); it is clearly set free from the limitations of our 
mortal bodies. In Pauline language it has 'put on incorruption' and 'im- 
mortality' (I Cor. 15.53f.). Barred doors do not exclude it (John 20.19), v 
although it is a real body which can be handled as well as seen (Luke 
24.39; John 20.27). No attempt is made by the NT writers to explain 
these things. /If they could be explained by us, the mystery and 
miracle of the resurrection would be quite other than it is, and the 
Christian faith would be a different thing from what it has been through- 
out its history. Christianity is a religion of miracle, and the miracle of 
Chril^s_resurrectipn i_is the living centre and object of Christian feith: 
'blessed are they that have not seen, and yet have believed' (John 20.29; 
cf. II Cor. 5.7; I Pet. 1.8). The resurrection of Christ is an act of God; 
and it is a postulate of biblical thinking that the acts of God are beyond 
the scrutiny of mortal eyes.*" "* 

The bodily resurrection of Christ is important theologically because 
it attests the cosmic significance of God's act in raising Christ from the 
dead. The 'whole creation' (Rom. 8.22; cf. Mark 16.15) awaits the 
redemption, which includes the redemption of the body (cf. Rom. 8.23); 
the resurrection of Christ in the body guarantees the resurrection of 
Christians with their 'spiritual bodies' this is the argument of I Cor. 15 
as a whole. Thus, the resurrection of Christ is not a case of spiritualistic 
survival, such as might be the subject of psychical research; it is not the 
survival of a man, such as might be asserted at a spiritualistic seance; 
it is the resurrection of humanity, the new Adam. It is the beginning of 
the new creation of the latter days : Christ is 'the firstfruits of them that 
are asleep' (I Cor. 15.20-23). It is not a 'natural' event at all; and no 
scientific account of it may be given for the adequate reason that it is 
not a process or event in the natural order, even though it has all- 
important consequences for that order. Scientific explanations cann&r 
be given JbiLexents in the eschalological orjier. It is the exodus event 
in the salvation-history of the New Israel, the mysterious and super- 
natural act by which God has brought his people out of the land of 
bondage into the realm of promise, over which his beloved Son reigns 
for evermore (cf. Col. 1.13). The power of Christ's resurrection was the 
very source of the life of the apostolic Church (Phil. 3.10; Eph. 1.19f.; 
Col. 2.12; Rom. 6.5; I Pet. 1.3; 3.21, etc.). The resurrection of Christ is 
the sign vouchsafed to those who believe that Christ is indeed 'the Son 
of God with power' (Rom. 1.4; cf. Acts 2.36; 13.33, etc.). It belongs to 
the sphere of eschatology and faith, not to that of the natural order 
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and scientific verification. To the primitive Christian greeting, 'The 
Lord is risen', there is only one response: 'Alleluia.' 

THE ASCENSION OF CHRIST 

It would appear that the primitive apostolic teaching did not separate 
the ascension from the resurrection of Christ so thoroughly as did the 
later Church tradition, which was moulded upon the restyled version of 
the resurrection-ascension sequence found in the Lucan writings. As we 
have noted above, 1 the Fourth Gospel, which dates the gift of the Spirit 
(John 20.22) on the evening of Easter Sunday (John 20.19), after Jesus 
had already ascended to the Father (John 20.17) and had returned in his 
glorified body, probably preserves the more primitive understanding of 
the matter. St Matthew does not mention the ascension, nor does the 
shorter ending of St Mark; the longer ending merely says that 'the Lord 
Jesus, after he had spoken unto them, was received up into heaven, and 
sat down at the right hand of God' (Mark 16. 19). The primitive tradition 
regarded the resurrection and the ascension as two episodes in the same 
process. Thus, it has often been commented upon as a curious matter 
that the Epistle to the Hebrews has scarcely any reference to the 
resurrection of Christ; but it is only the word which is lacking, since 
the exaltation of the ascended Lord is the principal theme of the book. 2 
The resurrection, ascension and present status of Christ at God's 
'right hand' are all results of a single action of God in vindicating 3 
Christ after his humiliation on the cross (Rom. 8.34; Phil. 2.9, etc.). 
In several passages the resurrection is not treated as an event separate 
from the ascension (e.g. Acts 2.32f.; Eph. 1.20; 4.9f.; I Tim. 3.16; 
I Pet. 3.21f.). 

Yet the truth of the resurrection is not the same truth as that of the 
ascension. As A. M. Ramsey has written: 'There is a clear distinction 
between them in theological meaning. It was one thing to assert that 

1 Supra, 116 and footnote on p. 195 supra. 

2 The word avdaraois in the NT usually refers to the general resurrection of the 
dead, and in this sense is found in Heb. 6.2 and 11.35. Except in Acts it is rarely 
used of the resurrection of Chnst (Phil. 3.10; I Pet. 1.3; 3.21; cf. John 11.25). The 
more usual affirmation is that Jesus (Christ) was raised from the dead or that God 
raised him from the dead. It may be noted that a 'credal' passage like Phil. 2.5-1 1 
does not specifically mention the resurrection, but includes it implicitly under the 
heading of 'exaltation' (uwcpu^oeo in 2 9 is a hapax legomenon in NT). The only clear 
reference to Christ's resurrection in Ep. Heb. occurs in 13.20. 

3 The vindication-theme is common in OT (Joseph; Job; the Servant in Isa. 53; 
the nation or remnant of Israel in Zech. 3 or Dan. 7 ; Pss. 2, 22, 1 10, etc.), but in NT 
the words cYrStir& and eK&iKvjois are never used of the vindication of Christ. (Christ 
is said to be the one who avenges in II Thess. 1.8; cf. Rev. 6.10.) The sense of 
cirStffccu as meaning 'vindicate' (RV, 'avenge'; RV mg. 'do justice of) can be studied 
in the parable of the Importunate Widow (Luke 18.1-8), where the word occurs four 
times. See also supra, 188f. 
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Jesus had been raised from death: it was another thing (however closely 
connected) to assert that he now shared in the sovereignty of God over 
heaven and earth.' 1 The symbol (i.e. doctrine, dogma) of the ascension, 
we might say, is a pictorial way of expressing the significance of the 
historical event of the resurrection of Christ. We have spoken above 
of the resurrection as being an eschatological event, a phrase which 
does not in the least imply that it is not an historical event: the signifi- 
cance of the NT proclamation is that the end- things have entered into 
history, and the resurrection event is the supreme, dramatic eschato- 
logical event within history. The resurrection is not (as Bultmann would 
have it) a mythological means of expressing the significance of the 
historical event of the crucifixion; it is itself an historical event, even 
though it cannot be explained 'scientifically', i.e. as an event in the 
natural order. It is a unique event, and therefore cannot be subsumed 
under any scientific class; but then, the difference between historical 
events in the full complexity of their historical 'once-ness' and events 
in the order of nature is precisely that the former are unrepeatable. 
The whole proclamation of the NT depends upon the historical fact 
of the resurrection of Christ. The original apostolic preaching was not 
the promulgation of a theology or of an ethic, still less of an existentia- 
list philosophy; it was the assertion of a fact which had happened. 2 
The resurrection of Christ is a particular historical event, not a general 
truth of reason ; belief in it involves the acceptance of the testimony of 
witnesses, not the arguments of dialecticians. The apostles were 
'witnesses of the resurrection' (Luke 24.48; Acts 1.8, 22; 2.32; 3.15; 
4.33; 5.32; 10.39, 41; 13.31; cf. John 15.27; I Cor. 15.15; I Pet. 5.1), 
and they were even 'chosen beforehand by God' to bear this witness 
(Acts 10.41). To accept the Christian faith is to accept the apostles' 
testimony that Christ was raised from the dead. The NT itself is the 
written-down apostolic testimony, the apostles' witnessing to us today 
in our own generation. The Church in history exists to be the bearer 
of the apostolic witness to the resurrection of Christ; every Eucharist 
which the Church celebrates is still the testimony of chosen witnesses, 
'who did eat and drink with him after he rose from the dead' (Acts 
10.41). 

It is this historical event of which the significance is brought out by 
means of the doctrine of the ascension. The ascension need not be 
thought of as an historical event, unless it be that of the last resurrec- 
tion-appearance to the disciples. 3 The vivid account of a literal going up 
into heaven in Acts 1.9-1 1 is a graphic way of expressing what the early 
Church believed about the exaltation of the historical Jesus: 'a cloud 

1 TWBB, 22f, 2 See supra, 25. 3 Cf. A. M. Ramsey, op. c/f. 
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received him out of their sight' the traditional symbol of the shekhinah- 
presence (Sofa) of God, into which the Lord had been received to share 
for ever the power, the glory and the reign of God. The NT doctrine 
of the ascension of Christ teaches three fundamental truths concerning 
the Risen Lord: that he is our Prophet, Priest and King. Let us con- 
sider these truths in the reverse order. 

First, ChristisjCing. That is to say, he shares the throne of God and 
all authority is given to him in heaven and on earth (Matt. 28.18; 
Mark 16.19; Acts 2.33; Rom. 8.34; I Cor. 15.25; Eph. 1.20; Heb. 1.3, 
13; I Pet. 3.22; Rev. 3,21 and many other passages). He already 
reigns in glory, though this truth is known only to those who believe 
in him; its full manifestation must await the parousia. The picture- 
language by which this truth is expressed is drawn ultimately from the 
arrangement of an oriental royal court, where the Grand Vizier sits 
in the place of honour on the monarch's right hand; the NT usage is 
probably based upon Ps. 110.1, a widely quoted testimonium in the 
apostolic Church. 1 Christ sits in the unique position of dignity and 
honour at the right hand of God, exercising the kingly authority which 
the Father has given to him. But he does not sit there alone. He is the 
Representative Man, the new humanity of the redeemed, and already 
Christians share his throne, since they have been 'raised together with 
him' (Col. 3.1 ; cf. 2.12). Already they reign, as it were eschatologically, 
with him (I Cor. 4.8); they are even now made a kingdom (I Pet. 2.9; 
Rev. 1.6; 5.10; 20.6). The baptism of the individual Christian is the 
eschatological sacrament not only of his resurrection but of his ascen- 
sion. 

Secondly, CJiristjsJBriesL. At God's right hand he makes intercession 
lor us (Rom. 8.34; Heb. 7.25; 9.24; I John 2.1 ; cf. John 14.16; perhaps 
Acts 7.56). It is the Epistle to the Hebrews which most fully expounds 
the idea of Christ's priesthood, although, of course, it is present in 
other parts of the NT. In John 17 ('the high-priestly prayer') Jesus 
solemnly consecrates himself, as a priest is consecrated, for the sake of 
his disciples. It is through Christ alone that we have access to God, and 
this is the point of calling Christ 17 080? (John 14 6, with the significant 
explanation, 'no one_cometh unto jhe jather but by me'); so in Heb. 
10.20 we read that we may now enter the holy place by a new and 
living way (686$) through the veil of Christ's flesh; indeed, the earliest 
Christians had referred to themselves as those of the Way (Acts 9.2; 
19.9; 22.4). A parallel conception is that of 'access' (rrpovaywyri, an 



1 See supra, 154. In Acts 7.56, exceptionally, the dying Stephen sees Christ standing 
on the right hand of God. This would denote an attitude of intercession; if pressed, 
Christ would be represented as a suppliant, not as a co-ruler. St ChrysostonVs 
suggestion that Christ has risen to greet his first martyr is beautiful but improbable. 
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'introduction' into someone's presence). The word irpoaaya)^ occurs 
three times in NT (all in the Paulines) and it implies the office of 
a priest: Rom. 5.2, 'through whom we have had our access (introduc- 
tion) into this grace wherein we stand'; Eph. 2.18, 'through him we 
both (i.e. Jew and Gentile) have our access in one Spirit to the Father'; 
Eph. 3.12, 'in whom we have boldness and access. . . .' We might also 
note I Pet. 3.18, 'Christ also suffered . . . that he might bring (rTpoaayayrj) 
us to God.' Finally, we may also recall that in Rev. 1.13 the figure of 
'one like unto a Son of Man' (Christ) is arrayed in a priestly garb; and, 
of course, Christ's priestly work is emphasized in other places in the 
Apocalypse (e.g. Rev. 1.5f.). 

The writer to the Hebrews thinks of Christ as our high priest, who 
has passed through the heavens (4.14), opening for us the way to the 
holy presence of God (10.19f.), having made the once-for-all offering 
for sin, and having now sat down on the right hand of God (10.12). 
Taking his stand upon Ps. 110.4 ('Thou art a priest for ever, after the 
order of Melchizedek'), which he cites four times (5.6; 6.20; 7.17 and 
21), he argues that this scripture is a prophecy of Christ (as the whole 
primitive Church understood Ps. 110 to be) 1 and that therefore Christ's 
priesthood is superior to Aaron's, since Aaron's ancestor, Abraham, 
received Melchizedek's blessing and paid tithes to him (Gen. 14). 
Outside Gen 14 the name of Melchizedek is mentioned in the OT only 
at Ps. 110.4; the argument about the superiority of Melchizedek's 
priesthood over Aaron's had presumably been pressed into the service 
of the Hasmonaean dynasty, and the writer to the Hebrews finds it 
useful for his own purpose. Christ's priesthood is superior to Aaron's 
because it is a royal priesthood (7.2) and also because it is everlasting. 
From the fact that nothing is said m Gen. 14 about either the ancestry 
or fate of Melchizedek, Auct. Heb. concludes that he fittingly fore- 
shadows the endless priesthood of Christ (7.3), 'after the power of an 
endless life' (7.16). Christ thus abolishes all further human priesthood. 
In the past, relays of priests were ordained because they were mortal 
and had to be replaced, but Christ's priesthood does not pass on to 
any successor, since he ever liveth to make intercession for men (7.23-25). 

Thus, Christ has an inviolable, everlasting priesthood (7.24), but this 
does not mean that he is everlastingly re-offering himself at a heavenly 
altar; still less does it mean that the sacrifice of Calvary is only a mani- 
festation in time of an eternal truth. Whatever ideas or language 
Auct. Heb. may have borrowed from Platonic sources, he has not lost 
the biblical awareness of the importance of what is done in history. 
The sacrifice which Christ offered was the offering of his body (i.e. 
i Cf. C. H. Dodd, Ace. Scrip.. 34f. 
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himself) (10.10) upon Calvary; it was once only and once for all 
(e>a7raf, 7.27; 9.12, 28; 10.10); it was one offering, not many (9.26; 
10.14). It is thus utterly different from the oft-repeated, multitudinous 
daily sacrifices of the Aaronic priests, which can never take away sin 
(10.1 1). The view that Auct. Heb. teaches that Christ in heaven is con- 
tinually offering himself (or his blood) to God is based on a falsely 
Platonizing interpretation which ignores the ice<aA<uov the 'chief 
point' (8.1) which the writer himself wishes to make: because of the 
one, perfect, unrepeatable sacrifice of Calvary, 'we have a high priest 
who sat down on the right hand of the throne of the Majesty in the 
heavens' (8.1). Christ is seated in the seat of the Vizier, not standing in 
the posture and place of the suppliant. He intercedes for us, but with 
the effective power of the co-ruler seated on the right hand of the Sove- 
reign God. Because of what he has done in history, there is no more 
offering for sin (10.18). The supreme miracle of grace is that he to whom 
all power and all judgment is given should be our high priest, who has 
carried away our sins, and who lives to make intercession for us. We 
may therefore 'go on' (6.1), 'draw near' (10.22), and 'have boldness to 
enter the holy place' (10.19). Through him we may offer up our sacrifice 
of praise (13.15) and our good works (13.16), for with such sacrifices 
God is well pleased (13.16). Christ is our altar, where we may bring our 
gifts and whence we may partake of our heavenly nourishment (13.10). 
The writer to the Hebrews represents Jesus as fulfilling the pattern 
foreshadowed by the ritual of the Day of Atonement (Lev. 16). The 
animal victim is slain 'without the camp' (cf. 13.1 If.) and then the high 
priest enters the holy place bearing its blood as an offering for sin 
(13.11). The ascension of Christ into heaven is thought of as the 
moment of entry of our high priest into the holy place of God's presence 
(i.e. heaven). The true tabernacle (17 vKTjvr) aXyBivos), pitched by God 
and not by men, is that in heaven (8.2). The earthly tabernacle which 
Moses made is only a 'copy' and 'shadow' (viroocvypa, <r/aa) of the 
heavenly (8.5). This is not so much a Platonic conception, as is so often 
said, as one drawn from Jewish apocalyptic thought, and the outlook 
of Hebrews is thoroughly eschatological. 1 Christ, as every priest must, 
when he enters the holy place, carried something to offer (8.3); he 
presented his own blood, not that of bullocks and goats (cf. 9.13; 10.4). 
This constituted the one true offering, beside which no other was 
possible. When at the ascension Christ had once for all completed the 
work of high priest, he sat down at the right hand of God, and now 

1 See C. K. Barrett, "The Eschatology of the Epistle to the Hebrews' in The 
Background of the New Testament and its Eschatology, ed. W. D. Davies and D. 
Daube, esp. 383-93. 
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intercedes for us. For the writer of Hebrews, the ascension is the 
moment of the completion of Christ's atoning work, the presenting of 
his blood in the heavenly tabernacle; it is in order that the typological 
fulfilment of the Day of Atonement ritual may be worked out in this 
way that Auct. Heb. omits specific reference to the resurrection as a 
separate event; there is no place for it in his typological scheme. As the 
high priest of our confession Christ offered himself as the sacrificial 
victim on Calvary; at his ascension into heaven he presented the offer- 
ing, his own blood, in 'the true tabernacle'. Christ's ascension is the 
Christian -Day of Atonement. 

<^Tlurdly, Christjs Prophet. The characteristic of the OT prophets was 
that they were sent fronf God (II Chron. 36.15f.; Jer. 25.4; 26.5; 29.19, 
etc.; Matt. 23.34; Luke 1 1.49; Mark 12.2-5); in the customary language 
of the NT they are 'apostled' (i.e. 'sent') on a special mission or with a 
special message from God. Thus the NT regards Christ as the Prophet 
par excellence 'the prophet that cometh into the world' (John 6.14; 
cf. John 1.21 ; 7.40; Matt. 21.11), i.e. the fulfilment of the prophecy of 
Deut. 18.15, 18, the prophet like unto Moses. 1 But Moses left a com- 
mandment which those who remained after his 'assumption' had no 
power to fulfil, and a better covenant was necessary (Heb. 7.22; 8.6f., 
etc.); Christ, however, had made a covenant which, after his ascension, 
his followers were empowered to fulfil. Unlike Moses, Christ could give 
what he commanded. From heaven he poured down the gifts of his 
grace, or, alternatively, the gift of the Spirit, upon the Church below 
(Eph. 4.8, misquoting Ps. 68.18: 'When he ascended on high, he led 
captivity captive, and gave gifts unto men'; 2 Acts 2.33; John 16.7). 
Herein lay the necessity of the ascension; as a person localized in time 
and place, the power and influence of Christ was severely restricted 
(Luke 12.50); it was 'expedient' that he should 'go away' (John 16.7), 
in order that he might return as the Universal Spirit who would be 
with his disciples at every place and time (John 14.16, 26; 15.26; 16.7, 
13, 16), even unto 'the consummation of the age' (Matt. 28.20). He is 
the one who has himself been sent by the Father, and who now sends 
his disciples upon their mission to the world (John 20.21). It is, how- 
ever, only in rfefr 3.1 that Christ is actually called 'apostle' 'the 
apostle and high priest of our confession, even Jesus'. 

CHRIST THE CONQUEROR 

Ihe NT represents the resurrection-ascension of Christ in pictorial, 
even mythological, figures as a divine victory over the hostile powers 
of evil. In so doing it makes use of primitive symbols akin to those which 

1 See supra, 167. 2 See supra, 63. 



204 The Victory of Christ 

figured in the ancient myths of the divine Conqueror who slew the 
dragon of chaos. The editors of the OT, because the concept had been 
thoroughly 'demythologized' by the prophets of Israel, were content to 
allow the ancient mythological language to remain in several places 
(e.g. Pss. 74.12-14; 89.8-10; Job 9.13; 26.12f.); the historical deliverance 
of Israel from Egyptian bondage could be expressed in the language of 
the ancient myth (e.g. Ex. 14.21 ; 15.1-21), and likewise also the deliver- 
ance from Babylonian captivity (Isa. 51.9-11; Ezek. 29.3f.). It is not, 
therefore, surprising if we find that the NT writers make use of the 
same kind of imagery, which, after all, is the basic material with which 
unsophisticated man does his thinking. He does not use philosophical 
concepts; he thinks in images. Because the Bible uses picture-thinking 
rather than philosophical concepts, it never goes out of date. Had it 
tned to express the truth about God and man in philosophical cate- 
gories, it would have been out of date long ago. It speaks to every 
generation in the basic image-language of humanity, the language which 
all men understand, except when in their sophistication they have lost 
touch with the living sources of reality-thinking which lie deep at the 
roots of personality itself. It is a mistake to suppose (with Bultmann 1 ) 
that we can explain to modern men the real meaning of the Gospel by 
explaining away its mythological symbolism. There is no reason to 
think, as Bultmann apparently does, that the NT writers were not as 
conscious as he is of the fact that they were using symbolical language 
when they spoke of (e.g.) Jesus's ascending into heaven or descending 
into hell. They could express their meaning only in such symbolic 
forms, and it is possible for men (except the sophisticated) in every 
generation to understand quite clearly what they meant. It is incredible 
that, for example, St Luke in telling the story of Jesus's ascension meant 
the parable to be taken literally; he knew better than we do that 
religious truth, ultimate truth, which passes the frontiers of intellectual 
understanding, can be grasped only by the faith-inspired human 
imagination, so that through it men can hear, each in his own language, 
the proclamation of the mighty works of God. 

In his widely influential book Christus Victor 2 Gustaf Aulen attempted 
to show that there was an older view of the atonement wrought by 
Christ than either of the two views which have dominated Western 
theology for a long time the so-called 'objective' type of view associ- 
ated with St Anselm's 'satisfaction theory', and the so-called 'subjec- 
tive' view, often called 'the moral theory', associated with the name of 
Abelard and with recent 'liberal' theology from Schleiermacher to 

1 Cf. his famous essay in Kerygma and Myth, cd. H. W. Bartsch, ET, 1953. 
2 ETbyA. G. Hebert, 1931. 
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Rashdall. The dominant view of the NT and of the Fathers of the ancient 
Church, which Aulen calls 'the classic view', takes the form of a drama- 
tic or mythological representation of the atonement as a victory won 
by Christ over the evil 'powers' to which man has become enslaved, 
especially the Devil, Sin and Death. This Christus-Victor conception 
has been greatly elaborated, especially in Scandinavia, by scholars like 
the late Anton Fridrichsen of Uppsala. 1 They have rendered valuable 
service in calling attention to this dramatic or mythological element in 
the NT presentation of the truth of our salvation, although it is perhaps 
hardly correct to speak of it as in any sense constituting a view (still less 
a theory) of the atonement. The fundamental meaning of the atonement 
in the NT teaching is, as we shall see, incorporation into the redeemed 
humanity of Jesus Christ, through baptism into Christ's 'spiritual 
body', the Church or Israel of God. The truth contained in the so-called 
'classic view' is that this atonement 'in Christ' is made possible only by 
what Christ has done, which is represented mythologically by the 
picture of his defeat of the powers of evil. The 'classic view' is a presenta- 
tion of the fact of salvation rather than of atonement, as indeed was its 
counterpart in the ancient Semitic mythology: 'God is my King of old, 
working salvation in the midst of the earth. Thou didst break up the 
sea by thy strength: thou breakest the heads of the dragons in the 
waters. Thou breakest the heads of Leviathan in pieces, thou gavest 
him to be meat to the people inhabiting the wilderness* (Ps. 74.12-14). 
The act of new creation in Christ is an act of salvation like the action 
of the first creation, when the chaos-dragon of the deep (Tiamat) was 
slain by the divine King. Since the salvation wrought by God at the 
exodus was thought of as an act of new creation (e.g. Isa. 43.15-19; 
Wisd. 19.6-8), 2 involving again a deliverance from the power of the 
deep, it is not surprising that we find in the NT the representation of 
salvation in Christ as alike an act of new creation and of the defeat of 
the powers of evil The Sea-Miracles of the Gospels, in particular, 
should be read against this background (Mark 4.35-41; 6.45-52). 8 
However closely connected with atonement doctrine these conceptions 
may be, they are not the same thing; it would be better to say that the 
idea of Christus Victor is concerned with the creation-salvation concept 
rather than with that of atonement for sin; or we might say that it is 
concerned with the defeat and destruction of the alien (non-human) 
'powers' rather than with the reconciliation of rebellious and sinful men 
to the holy God. Christ's victorious death is, of course, the link between 

1 See esp. Ragnar Leivestad, Christ the Conqueror, 1954. 

2 And see further Strack-Bill., I, 69f., 594-6. 
8 Cf. supra, 100. 
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the two conceptions: Christ triumphed over the 'principalities and 
powers' which he had defeated in battle (Col. 2.15), and hence he could 
blot out the charge against us (Col. 2.14), thus securing the forgiveness 
of all our trespasses (Col. 2.13); as individuals we appropriate to our- 
selves these benefits when we are buried with Christ in baptism and 
raised with him to resurrection life (Col. 2.12). 

The NT teaches that Christ has gained a victory over (the evil powers 
that rule) the world (JCOCT/ZO?) (John 16.33) and that by faith in him 
Christians too may overcome (the evil powers that rule) the world 
(I John 5.4f.). The verb vt/caw as applied to Christ is in the NT an 
almost exclusively Johannine word. 1 In I John it is taught that Christ- 
ians overcome 6 trovrjpos (2.13f.), or unbelieving spirits and the spirit 
of antichrist (4.4), or the world (5.4f.), through faith that Jesus is the 
Son of God. The Apocalypse likewise thinks of Christians as sharing in 
Christ's victory and dwells upon the rewards which 6 VLKWV shall receive 
(2.7, 11, 17, 26; 3.5, 12, 21; 21.7), including that of sitting with Christ 
in his Father's throne (3.21). The victory metaphor is a curious one, 
at first sight, for a Jew like the Apocalyptist: it is that of the victor 
ludorwn. But it can be explained readily enough. The Greek games 
were, of course, pagan rites in honour of the gods ('the Olympics') and 
of the divine Emperor ('the Beast'); they are part of the whole diabolical 
counter-reign of Satan, the blasphemous caricature of the reign of 
God; per contra the Christian life is a contest in which o VLK&V will 
receive the victor's wreath or crown (artyavos, Rev. 2.10; 3.11, etc.; 
cf. I Cor. 9.25). 2 But other usages of VIKO.W imply a military metaphor: 
twice the saints are overcome in the struggle against the beast from the 
abyss (Rev. 11.7; 13.7). In two other passages the saints overcome 
through the power of Christ : when the Dragon (Satan, the Devil) is 
cast out of heaven by Michael, the saints 'overcame him because of the 
blood of the Lamb' (12.11); and the seer in his vision of the 'glassy 
sea' sees 'those that come victorious from the beast' (15.2). The Apoca- 
lyptist is not afraid to use the ancient mythological conception of the 
divine warfare against the Dragon in order to represent the cosmic 



1 There is, however, the very significant Luke 11.22, cnav Se laxvporcpos 
TT\9d)v 1/1*1701? avrov. Jesus is the Stronger-than-Satan who binds him and divides 
his spoils, as the exorcisms prove (see supra, 98). Apart from Rom. 3 4 (quoting 
Ps. 50.6, LXX (EVV, 51.4)) and 12.21 all the other occurrences are in John (once), 
I John (six times) and Rev. (16 times). The noun VIKIJ is found only at I John 5 4, 
4 viKij 1} vtKyoaoa rov Koopov. The late form (mid first century) TO VLKOS appears in 
OT quotations in Matt. 12.20 (Isa. 42.3) and 1 Cor. 15.54f. (Hos. 13.14), and in 
I Cor. 15.57, 'Thanks be to God who giveth us TO VIKOS through our Lord Jesus 
Christ'. 

2 A brilliant and imaginative account of the influence of the Imperial Games 
upon the mind of the author of the Apocalypse will be found in E. Stauffer, Christ 
and the Caesars, 179-91. 
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significance of what took place through the crucifixion and resurrection 
of Christ; it is all highly poetical and dramatic, and must be read 
with a poet's eye. It is a commonplace of Jewish apocalyptic that the 
last things will be like the first : the new creation will re-enact and restore 
the original 'genesis' of heaven and earth. Thus, the \6-yos which in 
the beginning conquered chaos (tohu wa-bhohu, Gen. 1.2; cf. Isa 45.18) 
and the deep (tehom, cf. Bab Tiamat\ the Aoyo?-light which preceded the 
light of the sun and which the darkness could not overcome (John 1.5), 
shall in the end-time conquer the beast from the abyss, and the chaos- 
dragon and his armies from Hades: the Adyo? Ocov appears in the seer's 
vision as the rider on the white horse who was given a crrc^avo?, going 
forth 'conquering and to conquer' (Rev. 6.2; 19.11-16). The forces of 
the beast 'shall war against the Lamb, and the Lamb shall overcome 
them, for he is Lord of lords and King of kings' (17.14). The Lion 
that is of the tribe of Judah, the Root of David, hath overcome' (5.5). 
The powers of darkness, which have held sway over this world-age, are 
destroyed by the Conqueror at the new creation, and henceforth there 
is to be everlasting, sunless Day (Rev. 21.23; 22.5; cf. Isa. 60.19f.; 
Enoch 45.4f.). 1 

The NT view of the /coV/xo? differs from Gnostic and Hellenistic 
views in that it does not conceive the material world to be evil. 2 The 
/COCT/ZOS- is created by God (Matt. 24.21; Mark 13.19; John 1.10; Acts 
17.24; Rom. 1.20, etc.), and therefore fundamentally good (cf. Gen. 
1.3 1). 3 But it has fallen under the power of the evil one (cf. I John 5.19, 
d Koalas o\os ev TW Trovrjpo) jccirai), and hence there arises the distinctive 
NT sense of Koapos as the world over against God, in opposition to 
God, rebelling against God. In this sense the /coV/io? is ignorant of God 
(John 1.10; 14.17) and is preoccupied with its own foolish wisdom 
(I Cor. 1.20f.; 3.19). It hates Christ, because its works are evil (John 
7.7); it is opposed to Christ because he and his kingship are not of 

1 N. A. Dahl (in The Background of the New Testament and its Eschatology, ed. 
W. D. Davies and D. Daube, 428), remarks that the view that the new creation will 
bring the elimination of the powers of darkness is most clearly stated in the Dead 
Sea Manual of Discipline and is also predominant in rabbinic sources. (See Caster, 
SDSS, 55f.). 

2 The word KOCT/IO? is of wide application and ranges in the NT from meaning a 
'hair-do* (1 Pet. 3.3) to 'the created universe*. The basic signification in cl. Gk. is 
'harmonious arrangement* or 'order*, hence 'ornament*, 'decoration* (so LXX, 
Gen. 2.1 ; Deut. 4 19, etc.). Then it came to mean 'the universe* (but not thus used in 
LXX; earliest use in this sense, Wisd. and II Mace.), e.g. John 21.25, Acts 17.24; 
Rom. 4.13, 1 Cor. 3.22, 8.4, Phil. 2.15 Finally it comes to mean 'the inhabitants of 
the world*, *the human race', and tends to replace the yij or oiKovpcvrj of LXX; it 
can merely mean 4 the world and his wife*, e.g. The tcoopos is gone after him' (John 
12.19), though it is probable that St John as usual intends a deep double meaning. 

3 A common early Christian expression (diro) KarapoXijs KOCT/LIOO (Matt. 25.34; 
Luke 11.50; John 17.24; Eph. 1.4; I Pet. 1 20; Heb. 4.3; 9.26; Rev. 13.8. 17.8) 
refers, of course, to the creation of the world by God, 
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this world (John 8.23; 18.36); likewise Christ's disciples are hated 
because they are not of the world (John 15.19; 17.14), and they must 
therefore go out of the world (I Cor. 5.10; 11.32). Christians must not 
love the world (I John 2.15-17; James 1.27; 4.4; II Pet. 2.20, etc.). 
The same deprecatory sense is associated with the word alwv when it is 
used of 6 alwv O$TO$ as contrasted with 6 ala>v 6 cpxopcvos, with which 
it is strongly contrasted (e.g. Matt. 12.32; Mark 10.30); cf. Gal. 1.4, 
Christ 'gave himself up for our sins, that he might deliver us out of this 
present evil alwv\ In EVV alwv is often rendered by 'world', and in the 
sense of 'this age' it is indistinguishable in meaning from the NT use of 
Koalas as the world standing in opposition to the purpose of God 
(e.g. Matt. 13.22; Mark 4.19; Luke 16.8; 20.34; Rom. 12.2; I Cor. 
1.20; 2.6; 3.18). In I Cor. 1.20 and Eph. 2.2f. Koa^os and aWv are 
clearly synonymous terms. 

The world has been subjected to Satan, and is under the domination 
of his demoniacal servants. The parable of the Strong Man Armed, as a 
commentary by Jesus himself upon the Beelzebub charge, clearly sets 
forth the view that Christ's power over the evil spirits proves that Satan 
is defeated and that the end of his kingship is at hand (Matt. 12.24-29; 
Luke 11.15-22; Mark 3.22-27). l Jesus proleptically proclaims his 
victory, 'I beheld Satan fallen as lightning from heaven,' when the 
Seventy return and report that even the demons were subject in Christ's 
name (Luke 10.18). A similar idea appears in Rev. 12.7-17, where it is 
suggested that the demonic fury of the enemies of the Church is due to 
the fact that Satan has been cast down out of heaven to work his wrath 
upon the earth and the sea, 'knowing that he hath but a short time'. 2 
That 'things will get worse before they get better' is a commonplace of 
apocalyptic; the Lord himself had warned his disciples of 'tribulation 
such as there hath not been the like from the beginning of the creation' 
(Mark 1 3. 1 9). Now that he has been defeated and his days are numbered, 
Satan, like a mad beast that is cornered, will work as much destruction 
as he can before his end finally comes. In the Apocalypse he is finally, 
with his false prophet, 'cast alive into the lake of fire that burneth with 
brimstone', after his conflict with the Rider on the White Horse 
(Rev. 19.20f.). A variant version of this prophecy is found in Rev. 
20.1-3, 7-10, but the meaning is the same. 

1 See supra, 98f. 

A 2 In this graphic parable 'the woman* doubtless represents the faithful remnant of 
the old Israel, the man child is Christ, and the seed of the woman is the Christian 
Church Rev. 12.5 refers to the birth and ascension of Christ and 12.6 may possibly 
allude to the flight of the Christians to the desert at the outbreak of the Jewish 
War (A.D. 66). The Church is miraculously preserved despite the fierceness of the 
Satanic persecutions. See supra, 176. 
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Satan has, so to speak, deteriorated in character since his first appear- 
ance in the OT as a respectable member of the heavenly council in 
Job 1 and 2 (cf. Zech. 3.1f.), who held the office of public prosecutor. 1 
Not until after OT times is he identified with the Serpent of Gen. 3 
(the earliest ref. is Wisd. 2.24, 'By envy of the devil death entered into 
the world'), a view common amongst the rabbis, accepted by St Paul 
(Rom. 16.20, The God of peace shall bruise Satan under your feet 
shortly'; cf. Gen. 3.15; II Cor. 11.2f.), and emphatically proclaimed by 
the Seer (Rev. 12.9; 20.2). Satan and his minions, the demons, are stirred 
to frenzied apprehension by the encounter with their Conqueror, the 
Christ (Mark 1.24, etc.). In Enoch 90.20-27 it is held that the Messiah 
will judge the demons; some such belief seems to underlie the plaint of 
the demons in Matt. 8.29, 'Art thou come here to torment us before the 
timeT i.e. before the last judgment. St John, who records no exorcisms 
in his Gospel, nevertheless makes the point in his own way: 'The 
prince of this world hath been judged' (John 16.11; cf. 16.33). 2 St 
Paul believes that 'the saints' will share in the Messianic judgment not 
only of the world but also of angels (I Cor. 6.2f.). In his view angels are 
a kind of demon (there are no good angels in St Paul; cf. I Cor. 1 1.10; 
II Cor. 12.7), as they are in Enoch 1-36, where the demons are dis- 
embodied spirits (cf. Matt. 12.43-45; Luke 11.24-26) and are identified 
with the fallen angels of Gen. 6.1-4 (cf. also Jude 6; II Pet. 2.4, 'the 
angels which kept not their first estate'). These are the creatures with 
whom St Paul thinks that the worshippers in the mystery-religions have 
Koivowa and to whom the Gentile elSwXoBvra are offered (I Cor. 10.20f.) ; 
for (as in the Apocalypse) the Kingdom of God has its blasphemous 
caricature in the kingdom of Satan (Matt. 12.26); it, too, has its 'cup' 
and its 'table' (I Cor. 10.21) a reference doubtless to the 'sacramental' 
meals of the mystery-cults. It is not at all improbable that the difficult 

1 The Heb word satan means 'adversary', 'accuser', in an ordinary everyday sense 
(e g II Sam 19 22, I Kings 5.4; 11.25, cf. Num. 22.22). Satan became the angelic 
tempter by slow stages (in I Chron 21.1 he moves David to the sin of numbering 
Israel, whereas in II Sam. 24.1 Yahweh himself does it). In the NT the proper name 
Satan is often used (Mark 3.26, 4.15, Luke 10.18, etc.) and also it is translated into 
Greek as 6 Aa/JoAo?, the slanderer, accuser, calumniator (the legal opposite of 
6 Trapa/cAiyToj), the adjective SidjSoAos, slanderous, appears in I Tim 3.1 1 ; II Tim. 
3 3, Titus 2.3. In Matt. 12.24-27 (cf. 10.25); Mark 3.22; Luke 1 1 .14-23 he is identified 
with Beelzebub, a word of uncertain spelling and denvation, which may be a mocking 
identification with the god (demon) of Ekron (cf. II Kings 1.2), dubbed 'the lord of 
flies'. He is often regarded as a sky-being (cf. Eph. 2.2; Luke 10.18, etc.) but in 
current Jewish thought his habitat and that of his demons is held to be the under- 
world (cf. II Pet. 2 4, Jude 6). This ambiguity about his habitat is one of the many 
indications that thoughtful Jews knew that they were using pictorial symbols which 
they did not themselves take literally. 

2 St John, of course, takes demon-possession at least as seriously as the Synoptists. 
He reports the accusation that Jesus has a demon (John 7.20; 8.48f , 52; cf. Mark 
3.22) and he regards Judas as demon-possessed (6.70f.; 13.2, 27) and perhaps also 
the unbelieving 'Jews' (8.44). 
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saying in Matt. 1 1.12 (cf. Luke 16.16) is to be explained by reference to 
the current belief in the struggle of the two kingdoms, 1 that of God and 
that of Satan, which reaches its decisive battle in the onslaught of Jesus 
upon the fortress of the 'Strong Man* : 'From the days of John the 
Baptist until now the Kingdom of Heaven suffereth violence (j3iaT<u) 
and men of violence (jSicurrai) take it by force' (RV). If we translate 
J&CKTTCU thus, the saying is almost unintelligible; but if the ftiaarai are 
not men of violence at all, but demons, then the meaning is clear: 
John the Baptist is the calendar-sign in world history for the outbreak 
of the last, decisive battle between the two kingdoms, in which the 
divine kingdom, though victorious, receives many grievous blows 
through the violent fury of the cornered Dragon. 2 As St John puts the 
matter in his own way, 'To this end was the Son of God manifested, 
that he might destroy the works of the Devil' (I John 3.8 ; cf. Heb. 2.14). 
In this age, the eve of the final irapowia of Antichrist, there are already 
many antichrists in the world, and it by. their presence that we know 
that this is 'the last hour' (I John 2.18, 22; 4.1, 3; cf. 3.8, 10; John 
8.44). 

THE DESCENT OF CHRIST INTO HELL 

There has been much discussion about the identity of the 'disobedi- 
ent spirits' to whom after his death Jesus is declared to have preached 
(I Pet. 3.18-22). 8 Selwyn and others have held that the irvcvuara <?V 
<f>v\a.Kfj are the fallen angels, as II Pet. 2.4f. would suggest. But nowhere 
else in Jewish or Christian apocalyptic is any interest displayed in the 
salvation of these creatures; and such a passage as Heb. 2.14-16 might 
be held to deny the possibility of it. 4 It is more likely that the words 
'seen of angels' in the credal formula of I Tim. 3.16 refer not to any 
seeing of Christ by the imprisoned angels in Hades but to the fact that 
the angelic hosts of heaven were spectators of the drama of human 
salvation (cf. Ignatius, Trail. 9). Reicke thinks that the 'spirits in 
prison' are the fallen angels of Gen. 6, which play a large part in 
apocalyptic speculation, together with the wicked generation (the most 
wicked that ever lived, Gen. 6.5, 11, 13) of the days of Noah, who 
alone with his household was saved in the ark (Gen. 7.1; I Pet. 3.20; 

1 Cf. Caster, SDSS, 53-6, 261-84. 

2 Cf. A. Fndrichsen, 'Jesu kamp mot de urene ander* in Svensk teologisk kvartal- 
sknft, 1929 (ET, "The Conflict of Jesus with the Unclean Spirits', Theology, XXII, 
No. 129, March, 1931). 

3 See B. Reicke, The Disobedient Spirits and Christian Baptism, Copenhagen, 1946; 
R. Leivestad, Christ the Conqueror, 172-7; E. G. Selwyn, The First Epistle of St 
Peter, ad he. and 318-36. 

4 On the other hand, Col. 1.20 probably implies the 'reconciliation* of the spiritual 
world-rulers, see infra, 213, 
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II Pet. 2.5). Leivestad thinks that they are the peculiarly wicked genera- 
tion of Noah's day, and the meaning is that if even these can be saved, 
then truly the salvation wrought by Christ is universal. In favour of 
Leivestad's view is I Pet. 4.6: Tor unto this end was the gospel preached 
to the dead. . . .' It seems reasonable to suppose that this verse explains 

3.18; Kypvwew is explained by cvayyeXlfav and ra Trvcvpara by 01 

veicpot. The earliest Christians must often have wondered, as we do 
today, what would happen to those who had died without having heard 
the preaching of Christ and without being given the opportunity to 
repent and believe. The answer, which is given in mythological form in 
the legend of Christ's preaching in Hades, and which is proclaimed 
every time the Church repeats the Apostles' Creed ('he descended into 
hell'), is that Christ's salvation is indeed for all\ it extends to every 
person who has ever lived at any time, and it is available even for the 
very wicked, even for the sinful generation of Noah. Some such teach- 
ing as this is implicit in the great illustration of justi ication by faith 
which is embodied in Christ's word to the Penitent Thief: 'Today thou 
shalt be with me in paradise' (Luke 23.43). It is open for us to believe, 
if we wish to do so, that even Judas, after he had cast down his thirty 
pieces of silver in the sanctuary and gone to his place, was numbered 
among those who heard the voice of the Son of God and lived. Surely 
St John, in his own allusive fashion, is setting forth the doctrine of the 
preaching to the dead: The hour cometh, and now is, when the dead 
shall hear the voice of the Son of God, and they that hear shall live' 
(John 5.25; cf. 11.43). There is also one more passage in the NT which 
attests the doctrine of the descent into hell, viz. Eph. 4.9f. : 'Now this, 
he ascended, what is it but that he also descended into the lower parts 
of the earth (efc ra Karwrcpa pep?) rrjs yfjs)! he that descended is the 
same also that ascended far above all the heavens, that he might fill 
all things.' If the meaning had been simply that Christ descended 
from heaven to earth, the words 'the lower parts of the earth' 
would not have been used. If we recall the customary NT view 
of the universe as existing in three storeys (e.g. Phil. 2.10; Rev. 
5.13), it is clear that TO. Kararrepa pcpy TTJS yrjs must mean the 
underworld. 

CHRIST'S VICTORY OVER THE WORLD-POWERS 
In the Hellenistic world the Christian preachers encountered the 
belief in a great variety of Acyo/Aevot fcot 9 so-called gods, which Paul, 
as we have noted, regards as Soi/xdwa (I Cor. 8.5; 10.19-21). But apart 
from the Soi/ioW worshipped in the pagan cults, there are also the 
elemental spirits, rather like personified natural forces, which are the 
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actual rulers of the Koapos, 1 and which are collectively called ra 
aroLx^la rov Koapov (Col. 2.8, 20; Gal. 4.3, 9), 'the rudiments (elements, 
RV mg.) of the world'. They have many titles, such as a/>x<u', e'f ovaiai, 
Sin/a/icis 1 , Kiipiot, /cupioTTjTcj, apxovrts, Opovoi, ayycAot, etc.; and it is 

impossible to distinguish shades of meaning among them. We gather 
the impression from his letters that Paul would not have treated these 
semi-metaphysical notions very seriously if he had not found that his 
converts, particularly amongst the Galatians and the Colossians, were 
doing so. He is more concerned with man's enslavement to sin, death 
and law than with his bondage to such 'weak and beggarly elements', 
which by nature are not divine at all, and from which Christians have 
been liberated by Christ (Gal. 4.8f.). Paul's own interest is evangelical 
and religious, not at all speculative and philosophical. But his converts 
are still fascinated by such 'astrological' superstition with its calendar 
of 'days and months and seasons and years' (Gal. 4.10) and its pro- 
hibitions, 'handle not, touch not, taste not' (Col. 2.20). If Christians 
have died with Christ from the OTOLX^CL rov /cdcr/xou, why should they 
still subject themselves to ordinances of this kind (ibid.)l 'Now that 
ye have come to know God, or rather to be known by God, how turn 
ye back to the weak and beggarly elemental forces, whereunto ye desire 
to be in bondage over again?' (Gal. 4.9). The cardinal matter is that 
Christians have been delivered from sin; they belong to the new cuwv, 
and are no longer subject to the rulers of this age, which were de jure 
dethroned at Christ's triumphant death, although de facto they still 
wield the semblance of their authority while the Two Ages run side by 
side. Indeed, they still have their role to play in the ordering of the 
universe, until the day when Christ shall have abolished 'all rule and 
all authority and power' (I Cor. 15.24). 

These elemental forces or 'world-rulers' were created by God and 
hence are fundamentally good: for 'in him (Christ) were all things 
created, in the heavens and upon the earth, things visible and things 
invisible, whether thrones or dominions or principalities or powers 
(ctre Bpovoi ?T Kvpiorrjrcs iT ap^cil iT C^OUCTUU); all things have been 
created through him and unto him' (Col. 1.16). They have thus an 
important place in the providential ordering of the created universe; 
but they are not independent deities and do not need to be worshipped 
or propitiated. They rule over certain domains of the created order, 
but they are themselves still creatures, perishable, subordinated and 
finite, and hence to worship them is idolatrous. Christ alone is to be 

Worshipped, because he is Trpcordroico? TTOOT?? Kriacws (Col. 1.15), i.e. 
1 The word /coa/ioKpcmop is found only in Eph. 6.12 and not elsewhere in bib. lit. 
or indeed in cl. Ok. lit. Nevertheless it usefully describes the character and function 
of the host of * principalities 1 , 'powers', etc. 
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(as the context makes quite clear) not the first of all created things 
(Arianism) but the one who takes precedence, like a first-born son, over 
all the rest of creation, which was made by him and for him. It would 
seem, however, that in St Paul's thought, these world-rulers had fallen 
from grace and had rebelled against God and become corrupted; the 
'Fall' was a cosmic event, and was not simply the Fall of Man; the 
whole world-order was thus brought into subjection to corruption and 
death. But the death of Christ had reconciled to God the hostile, fallen 
powers, and had set free from bondage not only humanity but the world- 
powers as well; redemption also had been upon a cosmic scale. Thus, 
when in II Cor. 5.19 Paul says that God was in Christ reconciling 
(KaraXXdaawv) the Kocrpos to himself, the word Koapos here does not 
mean merely the world of men, but the world as including its aroi^ta, 
its elemental ruling powers. In Col. 1.1 9f. St Paul explicitly says that 
the reconciliation wrought by Christ's death was total, cosmic, world- 
inclusive; this was because God the Father willed that God himself in 
the totality or fulness (TO 7rA?7pa>/xa) of his being should be present in 
Christ, so that Christ's death ('the blood of his cross') should effect 
total reconciliation, should reconcile all things to himself, 'whether 
things upon the earth or things in the heavens'. The fact that a recon- 
ciliation took place implies previous hostility, and in I Cor. 2.6-8 it is 
taught that it was the rebellious world-rulers who were responsible for 
the crucifixion of Jesus: Paul is saying that, had 'the rulers of this 
age' known the mystery of the person of Christ, they would not have 
crucified the Lord of glory. The expression dpxovrcs TOV alwvos rovrov 
can mean only the spiritual world-rulers in their corruption and blind- 
ness not human apxovrcs like Pilate and Herod (despite Acts 3.17, 
where Peter says that the rulers killed the Prince of life in ignorance: 
perhaps it was held that Pilate and the rest were mere cats-paws in the 
hands of the world-powers). A similar conception appears in Col. 2.14f., 
where it is said that, in the act by which Christ cancelled the bond of 
debt which was against us, nailing it to the cross, he also put off from 
himself (the domination of) the apxai and cfouauu, and made a show of 
them, as a conquering Caesar exhibited the princes and generals, whom 
he had defeated in battle and taken prisoner, in the triumphal proces- 
sion through his capital city. Two very vivid metaphors are here placed 
(somewhat incongruously) side by side: a bill of servitude or of debt 
(often a man was sold into slavery for debt) is nailed up for all to see 
that it has been cancelled, and that therefore the slave or debtor is free: 
the hostile powers, who formerly held the slave or debtor in bondage, 
are now themselves made (perhaps willingly, if they have been recon- 
ciled) prisoners in the triumphal progress of Christ the conqueror. 



214 The Victory of Christ 

But here, as elsewhere, the polarity of the 'even now' and the 'not 
yet' must be borne in mind. Christ has conquered, even reconciled, the 
hostile powers, and yet their hostility still continues in this age. Still we 
have to wage the unrelenting struggle against the rulers of this world- 
age. 'Our wrestling is not against flesh and blood, but against the 
principalities, against the powers, against the world-rulers of this dark- 
ness, against the spiritual hosts of wickedness in the heavenlies' (Eph. 
6.12). The decisive battle of the war has been won, but the cells of 
resistance behind the enemy-lines must continue the struggle until the 
defeated foe at last lays down his arms. Until that day dawns, Christians 
know that none of the elemental forces 'neither death, nor life, nor 
angels, nor principalities, nor things present, nor things to come, nor 
powers, nor height, nor depth, nor any other creature' can cut them 
off from the divine love mediated to them through Jesus Christ (Rom. 
8.38f.). Thus, Christians share in Christ's victory and are 'more than 
conquerors through him that loved us' (8.37). The prophecy of Isa. 25.8 
is fulfilled: 'Death is swallowed up in victory' (I Cor. 15.54); 'thanks be 
to God who giveth us the victory through our Lord Jesus Christ' 
(15.57). Christ sits at God's right hand in heaven, far above all rule and 
authority and power and dominion; he is thus Lord of all creation; and 
the prophecy is fulfilled that all things should be put in subjection under 
his feet (Ps. 8.6; cf. I Cor. 15.27; Heb. 2.8, etc.) (Eph. 1.21f.). But he 
is not only supreme in the order of creation; he is also supreme in the 
sphere of redemption. He is the head of the Church, which is his body 
(Eph. 1 .22f.), -rrpuTOTOKos in the order of redemption ('firstborn from the 
dead', Col. 1.18) as in that of creation (Col. 1.15). Therefore as the Lord 
of creation and as /cc^aA?} and dpx 7 ? of the Church (Col. 1.18), he is the 
TrArj/ocu/za of the divine being, the fulness of God in all his creative and 
redemptive power (Eph. 1.23; Col. 1.19). He has conquered the KOCTJJLOS 
(John 16.33), reconciled to God the rulers of this world-age (Col. 1.20; 
cf. II Cor. 5.19), and through his death he has brought to nought him 
that had the power of death, that is, the Devil, and delivered all those 
who through fear of death were subject to bondage (Heb. 2.14f.; cf. I 
John 3.8). The hostile and rebellious world is reconciled to God and 
delivered from the power of the Evil One, and thus Christ is both the 
Conqueror (Rev. 6.2; 17.14, etc.) and the Saviour of the world (John 
4.42; I John 4.14; cf. John 3.17; 12.47). 
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THE word 'atonement' is scarcely a NT word at all. It is not 
found in the RV of the NT and occurs in AV only at Rom. 5.11 
(RV 'reconciliation'). The verb 'to atone' is found in EVV of 
the OT, being used chiefly in connection with Heb. kipper. It means 
that by which God's wrath is propitiated or averted, or alternatively 
that by which sin is expiated or 'covered' (e.g. Ex. 30.15f.; 32.30; 
Lev. 1.4; 4.26, 31, 35; Num. 25.13; cf. 'appease' in Gen. 32.20). 1 The 
word 'atonement' (lit. at-one-ment) implies a reconciliation after a 
period of estrangement, and in the EVV of the NT the words 'reconcile' 
and 'reconciliation' are used (except AV of Rom. 5.11) to translate 
KaraXXdww and /caraAAayr}. In general theological usage, however, the 
word 'atonement' has come to denote, not so much the state of recon- 
ciliation with God into which Christians have been brought by Christ, 
as Christ's reconciling act itself, viz. his death and rising again. This 
usage is entirely in harmony with the use of 'atonement' in the OT as 
meaning that by which expiation is made; it may therefore be said to be 
biblical, although it is not a NT use. 

RECONCILIATION 

The words KaraXXdaaa* and KaraXXayrf are found in the NT only in 
Paul. Indeed, apart from I Cor. 7.11 (the wife being reconciled to her 
husband) they occur only in the two passages Rom. 5.1 Of. and II Cor. 
5.18-20. The metaphor is that of making peace after war, or (more 
probably in the context of Pauline thought) being readmitted to the 
presence and favour of our rightful Sovereign, after we have rebelled 
against him. The idea of reconciliation, However, is present also in 
Eph. 2.12-17, when it is affirmed that Christ, 'who is our peace', has 
broken down the middle wall of partition a metaphor drawn from the 
Jerusalem Temple between Jew and Gentile, and out of the two has 
created 'one new man', and has reconciled them both 'in one body unto 

1 For a brief but valuable exposition of this OT theme see art. 'Atonement* by 
A. G. Hebert m TWEE, 25f. 
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God through the cross, having slain the enmity thereby'. Reconciliation 
between man and man, even abolishing that most bitter of all racial 
hostilities, the Jewish-Gentile division, is a consequence of the recon- 
ciliation of man to God. The whole conception of 'peace' (eiprjvrj), 
very prominent in St Paul, belongs to this cycle of ideas; Christ by his 
death has brought to us the peace of God (e.g. Rom. 5.1 ; I Cor. 7.15; 
Gal. 5.22; Eph. 4.3; Phil. 4.7; Col. 3.15; II Thess. 3.16, etc.) and hence 
we are enabled to live at peace with all men (Rom. 12.18; cf. Mark 
9.50). We have noted in the previous chapter that St Paul thinks of 
Christ's death as having effected reconciliation with God not only on 
behalf of men: he has reconciled all things, on earth and in the heavens, 
through 'the blood of his cross' (i.e. through his death) including the 
spiritual 'powers' or 'world-rulers' (Col. 1.20; cf. II Cor. 5.19). (The 
word used for 'reconcile' in Eph. 2.16 and Col. 1.20f. is drroKaraXXdaaoj 
which occurs in NT only in these passages, and indeed is found no- 
where in the LXX or other Greek versions of the OT or in classical 
authors.) 

St Paul considers the work of reconciliation to have been performed 
on a cosmic scale (II Cor. 5.19), but he is specially concerned to empha- 
size that Christians are reconciled to God. It is as though they, too, 
who once were enemies, have, like the conquered 'powers', been 
overcome by Christ's victorious cross and surrendered themselves will- 
ingly to the obedience of their rightful King. The conquering death of 
Christ is the supreme manifestation of the love of God: 'God com- 
mendeth his own love towards us, in that, while we were yet sinners, 
Christ died for us' (Rom. 5.8). The King, who could have annihilated 
his enemies, did not do so, but actually reconciled them by the death of 
his Son (5 10f.). Paul stresses the fact that it is the actual death of 
Christ which effects the reconciliation (Rom. 5.6-10; Eph. 213; Col. 
1.20); and he equally emphatically stresses that Christ's death is an act 
of God on man's behalf and is in no sense a human act of propitiation 
offered by man to God. God 'reconciled us to himself (II Cor. 5.18); 
the rebels were obviously in no position to effect the reconciliation. 
*God was in Christ reconciling the Koapos to himself, not reckoning 
unto them (i.e. the 'all things' of v. 18) their trespasses, and having 
committed unto us (i.e. those baptized into Christ's Church) the word 
of reconciliation' (5.19). The Christian Church is a 'ministry of recon- 
ciliation' in the world, because it has received from God, as ambassadors 
receive an authorization from their governments, the reconciling word, 
i.e. the command and the power to be at peace with God. When the 
Church preaches the word of reconciliation (cf. 'the gospel of 
peace', Rom. 10.15; Eph. 6.15), it is as though God were pleading 
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with men, entreating them through the preachers' words, to be recon- 
ciled to him (II Cor. 5 20). The whole preaching-mission of Jesus 
is described in Eph. 2.17 as a preaching of peace to all men, near 
and far. 

Thus, reconciliation is God's work, not man's. At this point we 
encounter a very striking difference between the OT and the NT. In 
the OT men are frequently said to make atonement for sin (e.g. the 
examples cited above from the OT). In the NT such an idea is unthink- 
able. All the sacrifices of the Old Covenant could not expiate sins; all 
they could do was to make remembrance (avdfivTjais) of them i.e. 
make them become present and potent again: 'it is impossible that the 
blood of bulls and of goats should take away sins' (Heb. 10.3f.). The 
whole OT sacrificial system was only a shadow of the good things to 
come ; it merely adumbrated, but could not effect, the perfecting of those 
who would draw nigh to God (Heb. 10.1). It was therefore only a 
temporary arrangement, since it could not make the worshippers 
perfect, being imposed only 'until a time of reformation' (Heb. 9.10). 
This is the verdict of the NT upon the claim that men could make 
atonement for themselves, a verdict which, of course, had already been 
anticipated by the OT prophets (e.g. Isa. 1.11-17; Micah 66-8, etc.). 
It is God alone, God in Christ, who makes reconciliation. Perhaps 
because of the tendency to regard the OT as equally 'inspired' with the 
NT, certain types of medieval and Reformation atonement-theories 
have tended to obscure the truth that reconciliation is a divine and not 
a human work. The NT does not and could not (as St Anselm and some 
Reformation theologians did) set forth the death of Christ as an offering 
or satisfaction rendered by Christ as man on behalf of man to make 
restitution for the outraged honour or majesty of the infinite God. 
'Satisfaction' is a concept which has figured prominently in discussions 
of the Atonement in Western theology, but the word does not occur in 
the NT. Most of the distortions and dissensions which have vexed the 
Church, where these have touched theological understanding, have 
arisen through the insistence of sects or sections of the Christian com- 
munity upon using words which are not found in the NT; and this is 
nowhere more true than in the matter of atonement-theories. The NT 
does not say that God demands satisfaction (in terms either of honour 
or of debt) or that man (even the God-man) renders it to him. It does 
not say that God needs to be reconciled to man ; St Paul speaks only 
of man's having to be reconciled to God. What it does positively 
affirm is that God has reconciled rebellious man, who was unable by 
anything that he could do to establish 'peace' or a right relationship 
with God. 
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REDEMPTION 

The metaphor of redemption (loosing from a bond, setting free from 
captivity or slavery, buying back something lost or sold, ransoming) 
is not easily understood by the modern mind, which has no experience 
of the sacrificial systems of Hebrew or Greek religion, or of the institu- 
tion of the slave-market, or indeed of that of the pawn-shop, now 
almost vanished from the social scene in the Welfare age. But since 
religious images are frequently drawn from the social systems of the 
days in which they took their origin, it is inevitable that the Bible should 
develop redemption-metaphors which had their origins in the social 
customs of ancient societies. Their obscurity soon vanishes if we make 
the necessary effort of historical imagination. The verb \vrp6a> meant 
originally to deliver captives (e.g. if they had been taken prisoner in 
war or by robber-bands) by payment of a ransom, or to liberate or 
manumit a slave from his bond (cf. Auco, loose, loosen, e.g. Mark 1 .7, 
of a shoe-latchet; John 5.18, Z\v rov adfifiorrov). The \vrpov (in LXX 
usually plural Xvrpa) was the ransom-price paid for the effecting of 
such a ransoming or liberation (Xvrpwvis, dTroAvrpaxnj) and could 
mean the sacrifice or offering by which expiation was effected . The idea 
of actual purchase-money, though it was the basic meaning of the word 
in its original use, later tends to fall away, and in NT usage seems largely 
to have disappeared. 1 

In the OT it was the duty of a man's go'el (redeemer), usually his 
next-of-km, to buy back the freedom which he might have lost (e.g. 
through debt). In this sense Yahweh is called Israel's go'el, especially 
in Deutero-Isaiah, where 'redemption' is a key metaphor (see e.g. Isa. 
41.14; 43.1; 44.6; 47.4; cf. 60.16; 63.4, 9). God's signal act of deliver- 
ance was that of the redemption of Israel from Egyptian bondage 
(Deut. 7.8; Isa. 51.11; 52.3f., 12). The Creator-Saviour, who defeated 
Chaos and established the world, by a new act of creation redeemed his 
people from Egypt at the Red Sea, and is redeeming them again by a 
new act of creation-salvation in which 'the ransomed of the LORD shall 
return (from Babylon) and come with singing unto Zion' (Isa. 51.11). 
Thus, the concept of redemption had become a prominent metaphor of 
God's deliverance of his people, having a primary reference to the 
historical deliverance of Israel from the power of Egypt at the Red Sea. 
Already the notion of a transaction, of an actual payment of a cash 

1 According to ancient Hebrew ideas a firstborn (man or animal) is 'devoted' to 
God, and, if not sacrificed, must be redeemed by the offering of such equivalent (life 
or sum of money) as is prescribed by the Law (Ex. 13.2, 11-16, where the custom is 
aetiologically explained as a memorial of the slaying of the firstborn in Egypt; cf. 
12.29; Lev. 12.6-8; Luke 2.23). This notion seems to have left little trace upon NT 
theology, though the ideas of Chnst as 'our Passover* and as 'the Lamb of God* are 
distantly related to it* 
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Xvrpov, has fallen away, so that it becomes meaningless to ask the 
question, to whom did Yahweh pay the ransom-price of Israel's 
redemption from Egypt? A good deal of speculation and controversy 
might have been saved if in the Christian era the early Fathers had 
noticed this truth and refrained from asking the utterly unbiblical 
question, to whom was the Xvrpov of Christ's life (^77) paid? (Matt. 
20.28; Mark 10.45). They might, if they had required a biblical text, 
have pondered Isa. 52.3: 'Ye shall be redeemed without money' (cf. 
I Pet. 1.18f.). 

By NT times the conception of redemption had become thoroughly 
eschatological. The redemption of Israel from Egypt was but the fore- 
shadowing in history of the great act of creation by which history 
would be brought to an end. In rabbinic expectation the Messiah would 
be 6 /zc'AAaw XvrpovaOai rov 7apa^A (Luke 24.21), and the great day of 
the Lord would be for Israel the day of redemption. Devout Jews 
everywhere were looking for 'the redemption of Jerusalem' (Luke 
2.38). It may be because of the nationalistic sense which attached to 
the conception of a coming Messiah-redeemer that Jesus is never called 
redeemer in the NT; the word AurpeoTifc occurs only at Acts 7.35, where 
it is used of Moses. It may also be because he thinks of Christ as a 
universal Saviour that St John avoids the vocabulary of redemption 
altogether. Other NT writers, especially St Paul (but also Heb., I Pet. 
and Rev.), make considerable use of the redemption metaphor. They 
think in terms of Christian eschatology: Christ's work in history is 
finished, the act of redemption foretold by the prophets has been 
performed (Luke 1.68; cf. Pss. 111.9; 130.7f.; Isa. 43.1; 59.20, etc.); 
God has through the death of Christ redeemed 'a people for his own 
possession' (Titus 2.14; cf. Eph. 1.14; Ex. 19.5), a new Israel, as once 
he had redeemed the Israel of old. But the 'day of redemption*, i.e. of 
the full fruition of God's redeeming act in Christ, is the parousia of 
Christ. In this age Christians were sealed (in their baptism) with the 
Holy Spirit of promise, and the Spirit is the 'earnest' (appafiwv) of what 
they shall ultimately inherit, namely the eschatological redemption of 
God's /cATjpovo/ua (Eph. 1.14). Possessing here and now the 'firstfruits' 
(aTrapxrj) of the Spirit, the evidences of the ultimate salvation, we await 
the redemption of our body (i.e. our whole being) (Rom. 8.23). In the 
passage Rom. 8.18-25 the final redemption of the whole created order 
is envisaged, but only we Christians who 'groan within ourselves' (i.e. 
through the operation of the Spirit within us, cf. 8.26) have knowledge 
of these things, even though the travailing creation unconsciously awaits 
this revelation of the parousia (8.19, 22). During this age of waiting 
and hoping before the coming of Christ, Christians are exhorted not 
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to grieve the Holy Spirit, in which they were sealed (i.e. baptized) 

els rjfjLepav airoXvTptoacats (Eph. 4.30). 

There is no reason to doubt that Jesus himself had taught such a 
doctrine of redemption to his disciples. He conceives of 'the redemp- 
tion' as the Messianic salvation which he promises to those who shall 
faithfully endure to the end (Mark 13.13). In the Lucan version of his 
eschatological discourse, after describing the signs of the end (the 
'Messianic woes'), he adds, 'When these things begin to come to pass, 
look up and lift up your heads, because your redemption draweth 
nigh' (Stem tyyl&i rj airoXurpwais vpwv, Luke 21.28). In contexts such 
as this airoXvrpoMus is synonymous with 'salvation', which is likewise, 
as we have seen, an eschatological conception: cf. Rom. 13.11, 'Now is 
salvation nearer than when we (first) believed' vvv -yap cyyvrcpov 
rifjuov r) awrrjpla. . . . The suggestion of a ransom-payment has virtually 
disappeared from the conception of aTroXvrpwns. On the other hand, 
Jesus taught his disciples that the offering of his foxy was <a ransom for 
many' Xvrpov dvrl -rroXXwv (Mark 10.45; Matt. 20.28; these are the 
only occurrences of Xvrpov in the NT). It used to be held (e.g. by Well- 
hausen, J. Weiss, Rashdall) that these words were not spoken by Jesus, 
but represent a Marcan insertion of Pauline theology into the teaching 
of Jesus: but all such contentions reflect the theological outlook of their 
exponents rather than that of the NT. It would indeed be remarkable 
that St Mark should have thus brilliantly summarized in a word the 
theology of St Paul, in order to attribute it to Jesus, especially when we 
note that that word (Xvrpov) is never used in the extant writings of the 
Apostle. A simpler explanation lies to hand. Jesus, as we have seen 
above, had interpreted his own mission in terms of the Servant- 
Messiah of Isa. 53, to whom he gives the title of 'Son of Man'. In Mark 
10.45 he is alluding to Isa. 53.1 Of. Perhaps in the teaching (in Aramaic) 
of his disciples he was wont to quote this passage; and it may be only 
St Mark's summary (in Greek) of his teaching which appears to be 
imprecise. However that may be, the reference to Isa. 53.1 Of. is clear 
enough. In that passage it is said that Yahweh afflicted the Servant of 
the Lord and made his foxy a guilt offering, i.e. an expiatory sacrifice, 
and that by his knowledge (i.e. obedience) God's righteous Servant 
should justify many (or make many righteous) and bear their iniquities. 
It is surely indicative of the Master's supreme insight into the redemp- 
tive purpose of God as revealed in the Scriptures that he should have 
gone unerringly to the one passage in the OT which clearly points to 
God himself as initiating the act of redemptive self-offering that is per- 
formed by the Servant-Messiah. Jesus thinks of the passage as prophetic 
of his own mission, and accordingly he goes up to Jerusalem to give his 
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life a ransom for many. Such is the appointed lot of the Servant of the 
Lord: 'the Son of Man goeth even as it is written of him' (Mark 14.21). 
If this interpretation of Mark 10.45 is on the right lines, then it is a 
rough equivalent of the Heb. 'asham, a guilt-offering, an expiatory 
sacrifice, the technical object of which in post-exilic Judaism was to 
make expiation for dues withheld from God (Lev. 5.14-19) or from 
man (Lev. 6.1-7). But the technicalities are irrelevant in imagery of such 
deeply poetical and symbolical meaning. Jesus regards his death as the 
proper work of the Messiah, which is to make expiation for the sins of 
'many' (cf. Isa. 53.1 If., 'justify many\ 'he bare the sin of many'). The 
use here of 'many' must not be taken to imply a limited salvation, i.e. 
not for 'all'; 'many' in Semitic usage is often contrasted not with 'all' 
but with 'one' (cf. Rom. 5.15, 19) and in such a context virtually means 
'all'. The preposition avrL in the expression Xvrpov avrl TroXX&v occurs 
only here in St Mark, but its usual meaning m the papyri is 'for' in the 
sense of 'instead of'. 1 Thus, to say that Jesus gave his life Xvrpov avrl 
7ToXXa>v means in the light of Isa. 53.10-12 that his death was a voluntary 
expiatory sacrifice for the sins of those who could not make expiation 
for themselves. The idea of ransom-money, paid to a third party, is 
hardly present even as an overtone Such passages as Ps. 49.7f., 1 Mace. 
6.44 and II Mace. 7.37f. do not seem relevant. 

But the metaphor of money-payment is found in several NT passages. 
Twice St Paul tells the Corinthian Christians, 'Ye are bought with a 
price' (I Cor. 6.20; 7.23). As the context of the second of these passages 
makes clear, the metaphor is primarily that of the slave-market; Christ 
has purchased the freedom of his disciples, who now are his SouAot, 
owing obedience to none but Christ. In the address which St Luke puts 
into the mouth of St Paul on the occasion of his farewell to the elders of 
Ephesus at Miletus, St Paul charges them: 'Take heed unto your- 
selves ... to feed the cV/cA^ata of God, which he acquired (TrcpieTronjcraTo, 
'made his own') with his own blood' (Acts 20.28). Grammatically this 
passage refers to the blood of God, and thus is unique in Scripture; but 
what is intended is clearly the blood (i.e. death) of Christ; and we have 
here a profoundly Pauline conception (cf. Eph. 1.7, aTroXurpwais 6ia 
TOV af/xaro?, which however does not necessarily retain the sense of a 
purchase-price or ransom). In I Tim. 2.6 it is said that Christ 'gave 
himself a ransom for all' (avriXvrpov vncp TTdvratv), where the metaphor 
could be that of the slave-market or that of the sacrificial system; 
probably both meanings would be present in the mind of the first- 
century Christians. In either case it is affirmed that Christ gave himself 
on behalf of (v7rep, a weaker preposition than the dvrt of Mark 10.45) 
1 Cf. V. Taylor, The Gospel according to St Mark, 444. 
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all mankind. In Titus 2.14 it is said that 'Christ gave himself for us, that 
he might redeem us from all iniquity' (C&WMV eavrov faep rjp&v, Iva 
Aur/xoaTjToi ij/xas ano IT days dvo/xta?); here the metaphor is taken from 
the sacrificial system, and it is being affirmed that Christ's self-oblation 
was an expiatory sacrifice on behalf of sinners. The same idea of the 
death of Christ as an expiatory sacrifice effecting redemption is power- 
fully asserted in Heb. 9.11-28 in terms of the peculiar ascension- 
atonement conception of Auct. Heb. Christ's ascension to heaven was 
the final Day of Atonement, which brought the whole system of man- 
offered sacrifices to an end. It achieved for us aiawios XvTpwms, the 
true or eschatological redemption of the world to come (Heb. 9.12; cf. 
9.15). In I Pet. 1.1 8f. we read, 'Ye were redeemed, not with corruptible 
things, with silver or gold (cf. Isa. 52.3) ... but with precious blood, as 
of a lamb without blemish and without spot, Christ's.' The metaphor 
here involves a denial that Christ's death is to be likened to the payment 
of a sum of money, however large. Man's redemption could not be 
achieved by any material sacrifices, however costly. It could be achieved 
only by Christ's personal offering of himself as an expiatory sacrifice, 
as the lamb without blemish or spot, i.e. as the perfect, final, unrepeat- 
able and sufficient oblation on behalf of mankind. The metaphor is 
based upon the idea of the Passover lamb (see esp. Ex. 12.5), which 
however was not regarded by the Jews as expiatory. As in so many NT 
passages, it is impossible to distinguish between the two strands of 
metaphor which go to make up the conception of redemption, viz the 
sacrificial and the ransom (e.g. from slavery). In the Apocalypse the 
triumph song of those who have been 'loosed from their sins in his 
blood' (Rev. 1.5, though some MSS. read Xovaavri, 'washed', for 
Xvaavri, 'loosed') runs : 'Worthy art thou ... for thou wast slain and 
didst purchase unto God with thy blood men of every tribe and 
tongue . . .' (Rev. 5.9). In Rev. 14.3f. the 144,000 who 'had been 
purchased out of the earth' were 'purchased from among men to be the 
firstfruits unto God and unto the Lamb'. 

The idea of purchase certainly emphasizes the cost of our redemp- 
tion, but the metaphor is not pressed in the NT and does not offer any 
kind of key for the solution of a so-called 'problem' of the atonement. 
The atonement in the NT is a mystery, not a problem. One can construct 
theories and offer them as solutions of problems, but one cannot 
theorize about the deep mystery of our redemption. The NT does not 
do so; it offers to us not theories but vivid metaphors, which can, if we 
will let them operate in our imagination, make real to us the saving 
truth of our redemption by Christ's self-offering on our behalf. The 
desire to rationalize these metaphors into theories of the atonement 
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has created much division and rigidity amongst Christian bodies; the 
curious combination of Renaissance rationalism and evangelical zeal, 
which has characterized much Reformed and sect-type Christianity in 
recent centuries, has resulted in an unfortunate kind of sophistication 
which believes that the only thing to do with metaphors is to turn 
them into theories. 

PROPITIATION 

Although the word 'propitiation' occurs four times in the RV of the 
Bible (Rom. 3.25; Heb. 2.17; I John 2.2; 4.10), it is true to say that 
propitiation in the usual meaning of the word is hardly a biblical idea 
at all. We are here made aware of one of the main differences between 
biblical and pagan religion. In classical Greek the verb fAacwofuu means 
primarily to propitiate, placate or appease an angry person or god, 
with the object of averting vengeance; it can also mean to expiate or 
atone for some offence (e.g. by offering sacrifice or making reparation). 
In Heb. 2.17 it is used in the latter sense: 'Wherefore it behoved him 
in all things to be made like unto his brethren, that he might be a merci- 
ful and faithful high priest pertaining to God, to make propitiation for 
the Sins of the people' (RV) (els TO IXdvKcaBai rag apaprias rov Aaou). 

'To make expiation' would have been a better translation (AV, 'to 
make reconciliation'). 1 The idea of placating an irascible deity is almost 
totally absent from the Bible, although it forms a large part of pagan 
religion and cultus. The reason for this is not because the Bible does not 
consistently maintain a strong doctrine of the wrath of God, but because 
of the biblical conception of the covenant-mercy of God and his con- 
sequent loving-kindness towards his people. In the OT already God is 
known as one who has 'found a ransom' for the souls of those who are 
faithful to him (e.g. Job 33.24, 28, 30); as St John gives final expression 
to the truth of the matter, the divine love casts out all fear of the divine 
wrath, the <f>6fios which is such terrible KoXavis ('punishment') (I John 
4.18). There is no fear in love, for love, as it is understood by Christians, 
means simply this: that God 'loved us and sent his Son to be the pro- 
pitiation (lAoa/id?) for our sins' (I John 4.10). In pagan religion lAoo/id? 
would doubtless represent man's propitiation of an angry god. In 
biblical religion such an idea is impossible: the incredible, miraculous 
truth is the opposite of this. If there is a propitiation at all, it is God who 
provides it, not man: God offering his own Son as a sacrificerfor man's 
sins! But so it is, and St John is affirming (with the rest of the NT) that 
Christ's death is a sacrifice which makes expiation for the sins of the 

1 In the passive iXaoKopat means 'have mercy on', 'forgive 1 . The only other use of 
the verb in NT (besides Heb. 2.17) is Luke 18.13, *O &o?, I\da6ijri /xot r$ 
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world: cf. I John 2.2, 'he (Christ) is the propitiation (iAaa/Lid?) for our 
sins, and not for ours only, but also for the whole world (/cdo^os).' 1 
If we retain the word 'propitiation' as a translation of lAaoyzo?, we must 
make sure that it is understood that there is no suggestion that man can 
propitiate God or that God needs propitiating before he can forgive: it 
is God, not man, who propitiates and makes forgiveness possible. 2 
In its biblical meaning 'propitiation' must be thought of as more or 
less synonymous with 'expiation'. 3 

It is thus that we must interpret such a statement as that in Rom. 5.9, 
'we shall be saved from the wrath through him' (i.e. Christ). Such lan- 
guage does not imply that Christ's death propitiates an angry deity, 
and we must be careful to understand such phrases against the back- 
ground of rabbinic thought. The wrath' is, as we have seen above, 4 
an eschatological term denoting one aspect of the Day of the Lord, 
namely, the destruction of those who resist God's sovereign purpose; 
cf. I Thess. 1.10, 'Jesus, who dehvereth us from the wrath to come'. 
This eschatological wrath works already in history (I Thess. 2.16), and 
Christians are delivered from it by Christ both now and at the final 
Day of the Lord. Though the word, of course, implies God's righteous 
and implacable condemnation of sin in every form, it does not imply 
that God can be appeased like an angry man; it is a technical word in 
the vocabulary of eschatology, not the description of a mood or state 
of mind in God. These considerations must be steadily borne in mind 
when we turn to Rom. 3.25, where St Paul says that God sent Christ 
to be a propitiation (so RV; RV mg. 'to be propitiatory') through faith 
by his blood. The thought here has nothing to do with the notion of 
propitiating God. The word used by St Paul is lAcwjTT/piov, which is 
either an adjective meaning 'pertaining to iAacr/Ad?', and therefore to be 
translated 'expiatory', or else a noun derived from it, TO IXavTrjpiov, 
meaning 'an expiation', 'an expiatory sacrifice or action'. In either case 
St Paul would be saying (in the whole context of vv. 23-26) that, though 

1 I John 2.2 and 4.10 provide the only two instances of the use of IXaapos in the 
NT. 

2 Cf. A. E. Brooke, The Johanmne Epistles (ICC), 1912, 28: The object of pro- 
pitiation in Jewish thought, as shown in their Scriptures, is not God, as in Greek 
thought, but man, who has estranged himself from God, or the sins which have 
intervened between him and his God. They must be "covered" before right re- 
lations can be restored. . . . This is the dominant thought in the sacrificial system 
of the priestly code.' 

3 See further, C. H. Dodd's art. in JTS, Vol. XXXII, 1931, 352-60, where every 
occurrence of /Aaa/co/xat in LXX is examined. Dodd concludes that the biblical 
meaning of the verb is 'to perform an act whereby guilt or defilement is removed* 
and that therefore 'to make expiation' would be a better translation than 'to make 
propitiation'. Cf. also his Romans, 54. In point of fact the word 'expiation' occurs in 
EVV only at Num. 35.33. 

4 Supra, 76. 
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we, like all other men, Jew or Gentile, have sinned and fallen short of 
the So'fa for which mankind was created, we have nevertheless been 
justified at no cost to ourselves (Supcdv) by his grace through the redemp- 
tion (dTToAuTpoucus) that is in Christ Jesus, whom God set forth 
(purposed) to be (for us who believe that he died for us) the expiatory 
sacrifice for all our sins : thus God has now demonstrated his righteous- 
ness, even though he had passed over sins done before the coming of 
Christ, in the great and final demonstration of the divine righteousness 
in the new era now begun (eV T vvv Kaipti): with the result that God is 
not only seen to be righteous but is also known as the justifier of those 
who believe in Jesus. 

This is broadly what Rom. 3.23-26 must be understood to mean; 
the word IXaarripiov in this context will signify Christ's death as an 
atoning sacrifice. But perhaps something can be said about why St Paul 
used the word here: it is in fact his only use of it in his extant epistles. 
A clue is provided by Heb. 9.5, the only other use of iXa<rrr)piov in the 
NT. Here it is translated 'the mercy-seat' in RV and ARSV. Auct. Heb. 
is describing the Day of Atonement ritual; the l\acmf)piov (more fully 
IXaarripiov cmBc^a, Ex. 25.17) is the 'lid of expiation' or 'the propitia- 
tory', i.e the cover of the ark within the holy of holies, which was 
sprinkled with the blood of the victim on the Day of Atonement 
(Ex. 25.18-22; Lev. 16.2, 13f.). The Hebrew word translated lAoorij/Mov 
(c7Ti'0efia) in LXX and 'mercy-seat' in RV (Ex. 25.17, etc.) is kapporeth, 
a covering (from the word 'to cover', i.e. to pardon, sins). The AV 
translates IXaarrjpiov at Rom. 3.25 as 'mercy-seat', following Luther's 
translation of it as Gnadenstuhl (Vulg., propitiator ium). There is much 
to be said for retaining this translation. 1 The mention of the Sofa @cov 
(which, of course, is present over the ark) in Rom. 3.23; the expiatory 
blood; the use of the word IXaarrjpiov itself, all indicate that St Paul is 
putting forward the view that Calvary is the Christian 'mercy-seat' and 
that Good Friday is the Christian Day of Atonement. Or, to put the 
matter in another way, Christ, sprinkled with his own blood, is the 
true propitiatory of which the 'mercy-seat' in the holy of holies was the 
antitype and foreshadowing. This would be the meaning both of St 
Paul and Auct. Heb. 

THE LAMB OF GOD 

In the OT the figure of a lamb is used to symbolize many things, e.g. 
guilelessness (Jer. 11.19; Ecclus. 13.17; cf. Isa. 11.6); uncomplaining 
suffering (Isa. 53.7); the burnt-offering given as a present to God 
(e.g. Gen. 22.8); the memorial of the deliverance from Egypt (Ex. 

1 So A. Nygren, Commentary on Romans, ET, 1952, Philadelphia, 1949, 156f. 
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12.3f., 11, 14); and expiatory sacrifice (Heb. kebhes, LXX d^vo'?, 87 
times in Ex., Lev. and Num. in passages belonging to P, in connection 
with the ritual of the various sacrifices). Lambs were offered daily in 
the Temple at the morning and evening sacrifice. Still another meta- 
phorical use is found in the apocalyptic tradition (e.g. Enoch 89ff.), 
that of the bell-wether which leads the flock and defends it against 
predatory animals. Thus, in the mind of Jews in NT days a multiple 
image would be found, and it is hardly possible to determine which of 
its components would be dominant in any particular NT passage in 
which Jesus is spoken of as a lamb or as the 'Lamb of God'. In all such 
cases, where a rich variety of images has contributed to NT usage, it is 
unwise to ask which of them is in the mind of the writer in any par- 
ticular passage. They are probably all present, consciously or subcon- 
sciously. 

In John 1.29 and 36 the Baptist salutes Jesus as 'the Lamb (apvos) 
of God, which taketh away the sin of the world'. C. H. Dodd argues 
that 6 d/Livo? rov &ov is here primarily a Messianic title, virtually 
equivalent to 6 jScunAeus- rov 'laparjX (John 1.49), being based (like the 
use of TO apviov in Revelation) on the apocalyptic figure of the ram as a 
military leader. 1 He suggests that the Fourth Evangelist does not think 
of the Passover as the 'type' of the death of Christ, and that John 19.36 
('No bone of him shall be broken') is a fulfilment of Ps. 34.20 ('He 
keepeth all his bones: not one of them is broken') and not of the 
regulation concerning the bones of the paschal victim in Ex. 12.46 and 
Num. 9.12. Furthermore he holds that the Johannine alteration of the 
Synoptic dating of the crucifixion, so as to synchronize the death of 
Jesus with the hour of the killing of the paschal victims on the afternoon 
of Nisan 14, is likely to represent an independent historical tradition, 
perhaps a correct one, rather than an attempt to symbolize Jesus as 
the Christian paschal lamb (cf. I Cor. 5.7). Nor is Dodd convinced 
by the suggestion that there could have been a confusion between 
the Aramaic words 'servant' and 'lamb' and that consequently the 
expression 'lamb of God' really signifies 'Servant of the Lord'. 2 On this 
last point Dodd is doubtless correct, but he is unlikely to be right in 
thinking that the paschal lamb and the lamb of Isa. 53.7 are not in 
the mind of St John. Christ is the Lamb of God who takes away the 
sin of the /co'a/xo?, as an expiatory sacrifice does. Now it is true that the 
daily burnt offerings, the passover lamb and the d/xv6s afavos of 



1 See C. H. Dodd, IFG, 230-8. 

2 So C. F. Burney, The Aramaic Origin of the Fourth Gospel, 104-8, J Jeremias 
in TWNT, I, 343, Jeremias, The Servant of God, ET, 1957, 82f.; and cf. Barrett, 
GSJ, 147. 



The Lamb of God 227 

Isa. 53.7 are none of them expiatory sacrifices (the lamb of Isa. 53.7 is 
being sheared, not sacrificed). But the lamb-image in the mind of the 
NT writers would be an amalgam of all the OT metaphors, and Christ 
would be at one and the same time the paschal lamb and the expiatory 
sacrifice (as in I Pet. 1.18f., 'Ye were redeemed . . . with precious 
blood, as of a lamb without blemish and without spot, Christ's'). As 
C. K. Barrett says, The two propositions (a) Christ was the passover 
lamb; (b) Christ bore, or took away sins, though originally uncon- 
nected, are combined.' 1 The Isaianic lamb, moreover, though not a 
lamb of sacrifice, is mentioned in a context which is wholly concerned 
with the vicarious sacrifice of the Servant of the Lord. Since the 
Johannine interpretation of the Eucharist is undoubtedly paschal (cf. 
John 6.51-57), it is improbable that St John did not intend his careful 
dating of the crucifixion to be understood in terms of Christ as the 
Christian passover lamb (cf. John 19.14, 'Now it was the Preparation 
of the passover; it was about the sixth hour', i.e. the time when the 
passover lambs were killed). It is surely arbitrary to say that John 19.36 
is intended to fulfil Ps. 34.20 but not Ex. 12.46 or Num. 9.12. St John 
is affirming with St Paul that Christ is the Christian Trac^a, i.e. passover 
lamb (as in Mark 14.12; Luke 22.7): 'For our irdaxo- also has been 
sacrificed, Christ: wherefore let us keep festival, not with the old 
leaven . . .' (I Cor. 5.7f.). Paul's allusion is all the more significant 
because it is purely incidental to his exhortation, which is that, just as 
the Jews regarded the putting away of the old leaven at passover-time 
as symbolic of moral cleansing, so Christians should continually put 
away all evil, for they live always in a season of high festival; the 
Christian life is a perpetual Easter life, risen with Christ, dead to sins. 
Whatever may be the connection between the Fourth Gospel and the 
Apocalypse, it is not without significance that they are the only NT 
books in which Christ is explicitly referred to as the Lamb (of God). 
But, of course, there remains the unaccountable difference in the words 
used: the Gospel has 6 d^vos (1.29, 36); the Apocalypse has TO dpviov 
(no less than 27 times). In the Apocalypse the Lamb has a two-fold 
character. He is, first, the sacrificial lamb: the Lamb slain from the 
foundation of the world, who purchased unto God with his blood men 
of every tribe and tongue and people and nation (Rev. 5.9; cf. John 1.29, 
o alpcw Tty d^apriav TOV Koapov: both passages stress the universality 
of Christ's atoning work; cf. Rev. 7.14, 'they washed their robes and 
made them white in the blood of the Lamb'; also 1.5, 'loosed us from 
our sins in his blood'). But, secondly, he is also the military, conquering 
lamb, the ram which goes forth to fight against the enemies of the flock 

1 GSJ, 147. 
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at the head of all the fighting rams (cf. Enoch 89ff.): e.g. Rev. 17.14, 
'These shall war against the Lamb, and the Lamb shall overcome them, 
for he is Lord of lords and King of kings, and they (shall also over- 
come) that are with him, called and chosen and faithful.' In the Apoca- 
lypse the concept of the victorious Lamb that was slain, now receiving 
at the throne of God the blessing and honour and glory and dominion 
from all ranks of angels, of saints, and of the elemental forces of nature 
('the four living creatures'), is the dominating image of Christ, by 
which the seer in his own distinctive way sets forth the truth of Christ 
crucified, risen and ascended (Rev. 5.6-14). 

There is one more OT text (which Dodd does not mention in con- 
nection with his discussion of the Lamb of God) which doubtless was 
present in the Fourth Evangelist's mind when he made the Baptist speak 
of Christ as the Lamb of God, viz. Gen. 22.8 : 'God will provide him- 
self [Heb. 'see for himself] the lamb for a burnt offering.' Jewish 
thought increasingly came to hold that the covenant-relationship with 
God was founded upon Abraham's offering of Isaac: St John is assert- 
ing that the new relationship of God and man in Christ (the new 
covenant) is based upon the fulfilment of the promise contained in 
Gen. 22.8, that God would provide the Lamb which would make 
atonement for universal sin. The offering of Abraham's only son 
(Gen. 22.12, LXX: rov vlov aov rov ayairrjrov cf. Mark 1.1 1, the words 
of the Bath-qol at the Baptism of Jesus) is the type of the offering 
of the only son of God (6 novoyevfjs vlos, John 1.18; 3.16) Possibly 
Rom. 8.32 ('He that spared not his own Son') is an oblique reference 
to the Isaac-Christ typology, but this must remain uncertain. St John 
would seem (as is his way) to have caught the subtle allusion to the 
sacrifice of Isaac implicit in the (Synoptic) tradition of the Baptism of 
Jesus, and he is emphasizing the truth in his own way: Christ is the 
Lamb of sacrifice promised by God to Abraham, the father of many 
nations, and thus he is the God-given universal Sin Bearer (d aipwv 
rrjv ap,apriav rov Koapov). It is very significant that the phrase 'Lamb of 
God' occurs in the Fourth Gospel only at the encounter of Jesus with 
the Baptist. St John is underlining in his own way the truth implicit in 
the tradition of Christ's baptism, namely, that the baptism of the sinless 
one with a baptism of repentance unto the remission of sins is a fore- 
shadowing of that subsequent baptism of the Messiah in the waters of 
death by which the sins of the world were taken away. Thus Christ is 
the true high priest (cf. Christ's consecration of himself in John 17.19) 
of whom it was said that 'in his priesthood shall sin come to an end' 
and that 'the heavens shall be opened, and from the temple of glory 
shall come upon him sanctification with the Father's (or father's) voice 
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as from Abraham to Isaac' (Test. XII Pat. Levi, 18.6, 9). If the sugges- 
tion is correct that this passage, or some such tradition as that con- 
tained in it, has influenced the napaSocns of Christ's baptism, then it is 
pertinent to recall that the only recorded words 'as from Abraham to 
Isaac' were those of Gen. 22.8: The LORD will provide the lamb.' 

THE MEDIATOR OF THE NEW COVENANT 

There is one God and one mediator between God and men, Man 

Christ JeSUS (els yap Qeos, cf? KO! /tcortr^? &ov /cat avBparrrwv avBpojiros 
Xpurros 'Irjaovs), who gave himself a ransom (dvriXvrpov) for all' 
(I Tim. 2.5f.). Christ is the new Moses, because he has fulfilled the 
promise contained in Moses's work. In Jewish thought Moses was 'the 
mediator', a common title for him in Jewish literature. Thus, Paul in 
Gal. 3.19f. says that the Torah was 'ordained through angels by the 
hand of a mediator', i.e. Moses; he seems to imply that there is now 
no need of a human mediator, since we have direct access to God in 
Christ. Christ is nowhere called 'mediator' in the ten Paulines. Indeed, 
the only other passages in the NT (besides I Tim. 2.5) in which Christ is 
called d /LieaiTT?? are Heb. 8.6; 9.15; 12.24. In each of these places 
he is called the mediator of a new (or 'better', 8.6) covenant. As God 
through Moses had established the covenant of Sinai, so now through 
Christ he has established the new covenant which Jeremiah had 
prophesied. Indeed, the only place in the NT in which Jer. 31.31-34 is 
expressly quoted is Heb. 8.8-12, where the author is arguing that the 
covenant of Sinai has been replaced by a 'better covenant' in the 
blood of Jesus Messiah. The idea of Christ as 'mediator' fits con- 
veniently into the argument of Hebrews, because in Jewish thought 'the 
mediator' (after the death of Moses) was the high priest, and Hebrews 
is the only NT book which explicitly calls Christ 'priest' or 'high 
priest'. 

But if Jer. 31.31-34 is explicitly quoted only in Hebrews, nevertheless 
the prophecy of the establishment of a new covenant which it contains 
was influential in the development of NT theology as a whole. 1 Indeed, 
the very title by which the Christian Scriptures have come to be univer- 
sally known bears testimony to the importance of this passage, from 
which it is ultimately derived (LXX, Jer. 38.31: Sta^cro/xat rw OIKM 
*Iapar)X Kal ra> OIKO> 'lovSa SiaO^K^v /caii^i/). 2 Already in II Cor. 3.14 

1 Cf. C. H. Dodd, Ace. Scrip., 46. 

2 The English title 'New Testament' is derived from the Latin; in Vulg Siaflrjioj is 
always rendered testamentum even where the meaning is obviously 'covenant* 
(e.g. Luke 1.72; Acts 7.8). In RV of Heb. 9.15-20 Siaflijioy is three times translated 
'covenant* and twice 'testament* ; the marg. note explains that the Gk. word signifies 
both meanings. In cl. Gk. Stad^jo? usually means a 'will* or 'testament*, while 
owB-fiKr) is a covenant or agreement. Because awd^iaj implies an equality between the 
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St Paul can refer to 'the reading of the TraXaia Sia07?/c7?' in the Syna- 
gogue; so that for a later generation there was already in being the 
convenient distinction between (the Scriptures of) y iraXaia SiaflTj/cTj and 
(the Scriptures of) 17 /catv^ Siatf^. The fulfilment of Jeremiah's prophecy 
was certainly in the mind of St Paul when he wrote this chapter; and it 
underlies his description of the Christian laity as Sia/ceW Kawfjs 
SiaO-qKrjs (II Cor. 3.6), an expression suggestive of the NT conception 
of the priesthood of the laity, since the ministers of the old covenant 
were, of course, the Jewish priesthood. 1 In his account of the institution 
of the Eucharist St Paul describes the cup as ij Kaivrj 8ia07?/<:7? in the 
blood of Christ (I Cor. 11.25); the adjective /can/?? is not found in the 
Synoptic accounts of the Last Supper (except in the longer Lucan 
version, Luke 22.20). 2 But the Synoptic accounts (like the Pauline) 
bear clear witness to the fact that Jesus thought of his death as being the 
sacrificial act by which a covenant was ratified between God and a new 
Israel, just as the old covenant was ratified in the blood of the sacrificed 
animals on Sinai. At the covenant-making on Sinai we read that Moses 
took the blood of the animal victims and sprinkled it upon the people 
and said, 'Behold the blood of the covenant, which the LORD hath 
made with you' (Ex. 24.8). Repulsive though the whole proceeding is 
to our more delicate sensibilities, this was in fact the way in which 
covenants were ratified in sacrificial blood in those far-off days. The 
words of Jesus at the Last Supper, as recorded by St Mark, are a clear 
reference to Ex. 24.8. Jesus took the cup of wine and declared it to be 

TO alfjid fjiov rfj$ 8ia6r)K7]s TO virep TroXXwv CK^vvoficvov (Mark 14.24). It 

matters little whether we regard this as the more original form of 

Christ's words, or St Paul's version, TOVTO TO TTOTTJ/HOV 17 KCUVT) BiadrjKr] 

earlv cv TcS ep.0) cu/icm. (I Cor. 11. 25) i the meaning of Jesus is perfectly 
clear, and it has nothing whatever to do with the question which so 
preoccupied the minds of later medieval and reformation theologians. 
He was not making any kind of mystical or metaphysical statement 
about the esse of the wine in the cup; he was saying, in the typically 

contracting parties, LXX does not use it for Heb. benth ('covenant') but uses 
5ta0rJKi? instead: a covenant between God and man is not made between two equal 
partners but represents rather a divine testament or bequeathing. But since in English 
we have no word meaning both 'covenant' and 'testament', we should (with RV) 
prefer 'covenant' as nearer to the NT meaning of Siatf^, except in Heb. 9.16f. 
where the sense is clearly 'testament' (ARSV here has 'will') In the text of RV the 
Eng. word 'testament' appears nowhere except at Heb. 9. 1 6f. ; in Gal. 3. 1 5 the ambig- 
uity of the Greek word is untranslatable into English in a word. In LXX Siad??*?? is 
used even of covenants between men, which indicates its regular biblical meaning. 

1 It may be noted that the reference in II Cor. 3.3 to writing on 'hearts of flesh* 
recalls Jer. 31.33, 'In their heart will I write it.* 

2 The clause in Matt. 26 28 els dfeoiv apapTuZv recalls Jer. 31.34, 'I will forgive 
their iniquity, and their sin will I remember no more'. Cf. Dodd, Ace. Scrip., 45. 
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allusive biblical fashion, that his death, now imminent, was the sacri- 
ficial act by which God was making a covenant with a new people, 
replacing the old, broken covenant of Sinai. According to St Paul's 
account, he bade his disciples whenever they should meet, as in the 
past they had so often met in the fellowship (haburah) of the disciples, 
to 'do this' in dva/i^at? of him (I Cor. 11.24f.). 1 

It is not surprising that Jesus should have regarded the shedding of 
his blood as a necessary condition of the making of the new covenant 
between God and man, which he understood to be the purpose of his 
own mission and work. As we have already seen, he had come to think 
of himself as the Messianic Son of Man of OT prophecy, which he 
interpreted by means of the Isaianic conception of the Servant of 
Yahweh. He thought of his self-oblation as the pouring out of his 
foxy in redemptive sacrifice on behalf of the 'many' (Mark 10.45; 
Isa. 53.10f.). Now Isaiah (or what we would speak of as Deutero- 
Isaiah) interprets the whole redemption wrought by the Servant of 
Yahweh as a second deliverance and exodus from Egypt, in which the 
Servant is a new Moses, who is given for the purpose of establishing a 
(new) covenant with the people (of God); cf. Isa. 42 6, 'I will give thee 
for a covenant of the people, for a light of the Gentiles'; also Isa. 49.8, 
'In a day of salvation have I helped thee, and I will preserve thee, and 
give thee for a covenant of the people . . .' (cf. also Isa. 59.20f.). It is 
clear that, if our Lord understood his own mission in terms of the 
prophecy of Isaiah, as the evidence undoubtedly shews that he did, he 
would inevitably think of his death as necessary, as expiatory, and as 
establishing a new covenant between God and a new people, which 
would include the 'enlightened' Gentiles. Thus, modern biblical scholar- 
ship enables us to sweep aside the tortuous misunderstandings of 
medieval unbiblical speculation, and also those of more recent 'liberal' 
theories, such as the theory that the words attributed to Jesus at the 

1 We have argued from the words spoken by Christ ovei the cup, because there 
can be little doubt about their interpretation But probably the words spoken over 
the bread at the Supper should be understood as having the same force. Much 
scholarly opinion today supports the view that when Jesus said TOUTO can TO 
awfjid fj,ov (Mark 14 22, cf I Cor. 11.24) in his mother-tongue, he used for cApa the 
Aramaic bisri (flesh; cf. Heb. basar)\ he was companng himself with the paschal 
lamb. See esp. J. Jeremias, The Eucharist ic Words oj Jesus, ET, 1955, 142-52, also 
A J. B Higgms, The Lord's Supper in the Nen Testament, 1952, 49-55. Jeremias says 
*fiy comparing himself with the paschal lamb, Jesus describes his death as 
redemptive Certainly the passover of later times was not regarded as expiatory but 
as an ordinary sacrifice, and its blood worked no expiation. But this is not true of the 
paschal lambs which were killed at the exodus from Egypt. Their blood had a 
redemptive effect . . . because of the passover blood God revoked the death sentence 
passed on Israel. ... In the same way will the people of God of the last days be 
redeemed by the merits of the passover blood. Jesus, therefore, describes his death 
as the eschatological passover sacrifice: his vicarious (uWp) death brings the final 
deliverance into operation' (op. cit., 146-8). See further infra, 370f. 
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Last Supper were in fact but a reading back into his life of the sacra- 
mental gnosticism of Hellenistic 'Catholicism'. Jesus steadfastly set his 
face to go to Jerusalem (Luke 9.51) with the deliberate intention of 
giving his body and pouring out his blood on behalf of 'the covenant 
of the people'. For more than nineteen centuries the 'people of God', 
which his death did in actual fact bring into being, has made solemn 
avafivricn.? of his atoning self-sacrifice. The name, o Xaos rov eou, which 
had been distinctive of the ancient covenant-people of Israel (e.g. 
Heb. 1 1.25), was now appropriated to the Church of Jesus Christ, who 
had been given by God for 'a covenant of the people' (e.g. I Pet. 2.10; 
Titus 2.14). The apostolic Church regards Christ's death, as he himself 
had regarded it, as the means whereby a new people of God is 're- 
deemed' or delivered from bondage to sin, just as in ancient times 
Israel had been 'ransomed' from Egyptian bondage; and thus there is 
constituted again a people for God's own possession, the people of the 
new covenant (Acts 20.28; Eph. 1.14; I Pet. 2.10; Titus 2.14). 

JUSTIFICATION 

Another NT metaphor of atonement is that of the justification of 
sinners by the grace of God through baptism into the Church of Christ. 
The noun SifcaiWt? (justification) occurs in NT only at Rom. 4.25 and 
5 18. The great majority of uses of Succnou? (to justify, acquit, reckon or 
make SiWo?) occurs in Romans (fifteen times) and Galatians (eight 
times). Outside the Paulines the verb is found in NT only eleven times 
in all, and most of these occurrences are irrelevant to the theological 
issue. St James is the only NT writer besides St Paul who explicitly 
discusses justification, and he has clearly not grasped what St Paul 
meant by it. Thus, the justification theme is virtually peculiar to St 
Paul, although the basic idea which Paul is expounding by means of it 
is fundamental to the whole NT and was first enunciated by Jesus 
himself. 1 The metaphor of justification, as St Paul develops it, is one 
drawn from the law court: a legal process culminates in a verdict of 
acquittal. The whole doctrine of justification in St Paul is, as we have 
seen already, 2 the development of the OT prophetic conception of 
God's righteousness, to which the clearest expression is given by 
Deutero-Isaiah. As W. D. Davies has said, it is a mistake to think of the 
Pauline doctrine of justification by faith as having been developed 
solely in opposition to a Jewish doctrine of works. 3 It is conceived in 
relation to the whole prophetic (esp. Isaianic) doctrine of the saving 
SiKaiocrvVrj Gcov. Later Judaism had indeed failed to assimilate the 
prophetic doctrine of justification by the righteousness of God alone 

1 See supra, 81f. * Supra, 82f. 3 PRJ t 221f. 
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and not by our own righteousness; and St Paul reaffirmed the prophetic 
insight as against the rabbinic conception of salvation by works of 
merit. In this, as we have seen, Paul was truly defending and expound- 
ing Jesus's own conception of his person and work, for Jesus had 
already interpreted his own mission in terms of the Isaianic Servant who 
poured out his life for the justification of 'many' (Isa. 53.10f.). The 
Pauline doctrine of justification is simply a way of expressing the 
truth, which Jesus himself had taught, that salvation is the result, not 
of our own meritorious works, but of the outgoing righteousness of 
God, which brings salvation to sinners who could not have attained it 
for themselves. 

The background of the forensic justification-metaphor is to be found 
in the OT, which sometimes depicts Yahweh's 'controversy' with his 
rebellious people in terms of a lawsuit in a court of justice (Isa. 1.18; 
43 26; cf. also Hos. 4.1 ; 12.2; Mic. 6.2) and speaks of God's justifica- 
tion of his people (Isa 43.26; 45.25; cf. Pss. 51.4; 143.2) In fact, Paul's 
use of SiKOLiovv is taken over from the LXX, where (like the Heb. words 
which it translates) it is a forensic term, meaning 'acquit', 'vindicate', 
'justify'. St Paul strongly reasserts the deep insight of the OT that 'in 
thy sight shall no man living be justified' (Ps. 143 2; cf. Ps. 130.3f.; 
I Kings 8.46; Job 9.2f.; 15.14-16; 25.4; Eccles. 7.20; Isa. 64.6). His 
doctrine of justification is that contained (e.g.) in Isa. 59, with the 
exception that whereas Isa. 59 looks forward in hope to the coming of 
a redeemer to Zion, wearing a breastplate of righteousness and a helmet 
of salvation, St Paul proclaims the gospel which even now is the power 
of God unto salvation, namely, that the righteousness of God has 
been revealed in Jesus Christ (Rom. 1.1 6f ; 3.25f.), in whom the prom- 
ised salvation is come. Those who even now are in process of being 
saved (ol awto^voi) are those who have accepted God's offer of salva- 
tion conveyed by the preaching of 'the word of the cross' (I Cor. 1.18), 
i.e., those who have believed the good news (euayye'Aiov). 

There can be no compromise between this gospel of salvation by 
the free grace of God and the boastful, humanistic conceit that men can 
save themselves by their own efforts, if they try hard enough. 'All have 
sinned and fall short of the glory of God' (Rom 3.23, cf 3 9f.). 'By 
works of law shall no flesh be justified in his sight' (Rom. 3.20; cf. Gal. 
3 22). If men can indeed save themselves by works of law, the whole 
Christian preaching is superfluous: 'if righteousness is through law, 
then Christ died for nought' (Gal. 2 21 ; cf. 5 2-4). This does not mean 
that law, whether the Torah of Moses or the law of conscience which 
the Gentiles possess (Rom. 2.14f.), is not a good thing in itself (cf. 
Rom. 7.12, 'the law is holy, and the commandment holy and righteous 
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and good'); the law is instituted by God and has its part to play in 
God's providential ordering of the economy of salvation. The age of 
world-history from Adam to Moses was the age of innocence, the 
infancy of the human race. Then, as the divine education of mankind 
continued, the Torah was given through Moses at Sinai. Law was a 
stage on the road to salvation, but it could not itself confer salvation. 
It taught God's people in what righteousness consisted, but it contained 
no power that enabled men to attain it. Indeed, its primary gift to man- 
kind was a consciousness of guilt: 'I had not known sin except through 
law' (Rom. 7.7); the very fact that I know a thing is forbidden makes it 
all the more attractive (7.8). Through law comes awareness of sin 
(Rom. 3.20), and therefore its effect is to 'multiply' sin (5.20). Though 
it is itself 'spiritual', it gives occasion to sin and death, because I am not 
spiritual but 'carnal' (7.14); though I know the right and may even 
desire to do it, I nevertheless do what is wrong (7.19f.). Only Christ 
can deliver me from this 'body of death' (7.24f ). But the law has now 
performed its appointed office, that of the TrcuSayojyd? (the household 
slave who took the children to school); it has brought us to Christ, 
and we are now no longer under its tutelage (Gal. 3.24f ). We are now 
sons, fully come of age, no longer children under law. Christ indeed is 
for the believer the re'Aos v6pov (Rom. 10.4), both the goal and the 
abolition of the law. He has set us free from bondage to law by taking 
upon himself the curse of the law, as written in Deut. 21.23, 'Cursed 
is everyone that hangeth on a tree' (Gal. 3.13). Those who are still 
trying to justify themselves by works of law are still under the curse 
of the law, as written in Deut. 27.26, 'Cursed is everyone who con- 
tinueth not in all things that are written in the Book of the Law 
to do them' (Gal. 3.10). St James quotes with approval the rabbinic 
saying, 'Whosoever shall keep the whole law, and yet stumble in 
one point, he is become guilty of all' (James 2.10). In seeking 
to establish one's own righteousness, one remains ignorant of the 
righteousness of God (Rom. 10.3). That righteousness, now manifested 
in Christ, was witnessed to in times past by the law and by the prophets 
(Rom. 3.21); neither Torah nor prophecy possessed righteousness, but 
they pointed forward to its realization in the coming of the Christ 
(Rom. 10.4f.). Righteousness and salvation were not attained in the 
old dispensation, save eschatologically through the Christ who has 
now revealed them in this, the final age of history (6 vvv Kaipos, Rom. 
3.26). It was in fact Christ who all along was leading and sustaining the 
Israel of old in her pilgrimage towards the land of promise (I Cor. 
10.3f.; cf. John 6.31-35). Christ was the righteousness through which 
the faithful in Israel had lived throughout times past. 
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St Paul illustrates this truth by taking the crucial case of Abraham, 
which must have figured largely in controversy with Jewish rabbis or 
Judaizing Christians (Rom. 4.1-25; Gal. 3.6-18). Abraham himself, 
the revered forefather of Israel Kara adpKa, was not saved by his works 
of righteousness, but by his trust in God's promise; as the Scripture 
says, 'Abraham believed God, and it was reckoned unto him for 
Sucaioowri 9 (Rom. 4.3, 9, 22; Gal. 3.6; James 2.23, citing Gen. 15.6). It 
was Abraham's faith in the promise concerning his 'seed' (i.e. Christ, 
Gal. 3.16) which made him righteous and thus secured his salvation. 
At the time when he was accounted righteous, Abraham was uncir- 
cumcised, and the 'seal' of circumcision was given as a sign of his new 
status before God (Rom. 4.1 Of ). Circumcision is thus the seal and sign 
of Israel's justification not by works but by faith. But Abraham is the 
spiritual father of all who believe, Gentile as well as Jew (4.16); it was 
written of him that he should be the father of many nations (4.17, 
citing Gen. 17.5) Thus, as Isaac was brought alive from the dead out 
of the barren womb of the aged Sarah, so countless spiritual children 
of Abraham the Gentile Christians as well as the Jewish have been 
brought alive from the dead through the power of him who raised up 
Jesus our Lord from the dead (Rom 4 19-25; cf. Gal. 4 28, 'Now we, 
brethren, as Isaac was, are children of promise'). 

Another OT text is used by St Paul in order to prove his contention 
that Christ was the very SI/CCUOOWTJ tov by which faithful Israelites 
had lived and been saved under the old dispensation He quotes Hab. 
2.4 in a version of his own: o ducato? e/c m'oreojs ^derat (Rom. 1.17; 

Gal. 3.11). The LXX reads, 6 Se St/catoy e/c TTL&TCWS pov ^trercu, the 

righteous man will live (i.e. be saved) by God's faithfulness. This, of 
course, is akin to the prophetic conception of the justification of his 
people by God's fidelity to his covenant and promise; God will in fact 
save not only the SI'KCUCH, but even sinful Israel, not because of their 
merits, but 'for his holy name'. The Heb. original of Hab. 2.4 would 
seem to mean that the righteous man, as distinct from the proud and 
wicked, would be preserved from death by his own fidelity or steadfast- 
ness a meaning very different from that which Paul finds in his 
version. 1 

When the prophetic and Pauline doctrine of justification by the 
righteousness of God is isolated from the rest of the biblical teaching, 
it becomes a fruitful source of error. It should be noted that the formula 
'justification by faith' is not an adequate statement of the biblical 



1 A still different version is found in Heb. 10.37f , o Sc SiWos /xou eV 
(ijocrat, in a passage which is quoting Hab. 2.3f. somewhat freely with the purpose 
of strengthening the exhortation to endurance under affliction on the ground that 
the parousia is at hand. 
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doctrine. We are not justified by our faith, as if faith itself were one of 
the works of merit about which we can boast (Rom. 3.27; I Cor. 
1.29-31; Eph. 2.8f.); Paul can indeed write SiKaiovadcu mWct (Rom. 
3.28), but the meaning is aeoxoa/ic'voc, Sid m<rrea>?, KO! TOVTO OVK c 

vfjuov &ov TO Swpov (Eph. 2.8). 'Justification by faith' must be under- 
stood to mean justification by the gracious and saving righteousness 
of God through baptism and incorporation into Jesus Christ, because 
'faith' is not a subjective emotion on our part, but an active decision 
concerning Christ. This decision expresses itself in the act of obedience 
and self-denial which is made when we are baptized into his body. 
Luther's sola fide could not have meant for Luther what it has meant 
in much subsequent Protestant sectarianism, viz. that if we have 
possessed the 'experience' of justification, it matters little whether we 
have complied with any merely formal ceremonies or have been made 
members of any visible church. Luther could not have anticipated such 
a misinterpretation of his formula in an age when everyone was baptized 
in infancy by order of the government and in which the conception of 
baptism as an 'optional extra' had not yet been put forward. Justification 
was not for him a subjective experience in the consciousness of believers, 
but an objective act on the part of God. Neither Luther nor Paul is 
speaking of our 'experience' in the post-Reformation sense of that word. 
Subjective experiences, religious feelings, and the like, occupy little 
place in the theology of the NT. 'Justification' is God's objective act of 
conferring upon us a new status, metaphorically described by the 
forensic metaphor of acquittal. If we separate this objective act of 
God's from the doctrines of baptism and the Church (as much post- 
Reformation theology has done), we lay ourselves open to the objec- 
tions which have often been brought against the idea of justification. 
Thus, it is said that the Christian life begins with a 'legal fiction': God 
treats us 'as if we were righteous, although we are still in fact sinners. 
Apart from the doctrines of baptism and the Church there is no 
answer to this objection, but it is not an objection which can be sus- 
tained against St Paul. It is by our baptism into Christ's body (i.e. 
corporate personality) that we possess righteousness 'a righteousness 
not our own . . . that which is through faith in Christ (Sid mWcw? 
Xpiarov), the righteousness which is from God by (em) faith' (Phil. 3.9). 
God's faithfulness (mart?) is what matters, not man's fickleness (Rom. 
3.3): it is God's mom?, not ours, which saves us. He has kept his 
covenant-promise and realized his saving purpose in spite of our dis- 
obedience and lack of faith; his very righteousness itself has saved 
sinners. No 'legal fiction' is involved. 
When we are brought into that relationship with God which St 
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Paul designates by the term cV Xpiarw, we actually partake of Christ's 
character of righteousness; it is our incorporation into Christ which is 
our title to righteousness and therefore to acquittal. 1 God treats us as 
righteous, because we are righteous in so far as we are 'in Christ'. It is 
not that God treats us 'as if we were righteous. In Christ we are 
righteous even now. But this righteousness must be understood in the 
light of the whole NT conception of eschatology : the righteousness of 
God is something which belongs to the end of history, but is revealed 
to faith and laid hold of by faith 'even now' cV TW vvv Kaipq) so that it 
is really ours now. But we are now living 'between the times', between 
the first and the last comings of Christ, and we partake of the character 
of both ages. By faith, eschatologically, we are righteous: as men still 
living in 'this age' the powers of sin and death still reign in our mortal 
bodies, and we are still sinners. It is in this eschatological sense that we 
are to understand Luther's formula, simul Justus ac peccator. Our 
righteousness (like our entering into the Kingdom of God or like any 
other eschatological reality) is at once something which we now have 
and also something for which we still wait (Gal 5.5; cf. Phil 1.6, 11 ; 
3.9, 12-16, etc.). It is through the Spirit that we have the earnest of our 
righteousness; we do not possess it yet, as we shall hereafter. The 
'saint' of NT theology is not a perfected being but a forgiven sinner, 
and sanctification (dyiwavvr), the state of holiness), like Si/caiocruVTj, is an 
eschatological reality, not a simple possibility for Christians who are 
still subject to the 'powers' of this age, even though in principle those 
powers are defeated. Christians are indeed ol aytoi, because they are the 
new people of God, just as they are SiWoi; nevertheless it is only by 
prayer and striving and by the power of the Spirit that the eschatological 
dyioTTjs- (II Cor. 112; Heb. 12.10) and 8u<cuocrvvr) and 86ga &cov can 
be manifested even to the eyes of faith in this mortal life (II Cor. 4.7-18). 
Holiness and righteousness are ra ^ /JAeTrd/zera which are alwvia, i.e. 
which belong not to this age (irpoaKaipa) but to the Age to Come; they 
cannot become visible except to the eye of faith in this age (II Cor. 
4.18). Yet Christians must constantly strive to make them visible, to 
shew forth the invisible qualities of the Age to Come, to which they 
indeed belong, since their TroAiVcv/xa (commonwealth) is in heaven 
(Phil. 3.20f.). This is the paradox of the Christian life, the 'impossible- 
possibility' of Christian ethics. Christian ethics is supernatural ethics, a 
putting into action of the laws of the kingdom of heaven, through the 
power of the eschatological Spirit working in us. This is the Spirit 
which we received in our baptism, when we died to sin and rose to 

1 For the exposition of the Pauline ev Xpiarw see the next chapter, esp. 260 in 
relation to justification. 
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righteousness: 'Ye are not in the flesh but in the Spirit, if so be that the 
Spirit of God dwelleth in you. But if any man hath not the Spirit of 
Christ, he is none of his. And if Christ is in you, the body is dead 
because of sin; but the Spirit is life because of righteousness' (Rom. 
8.9f.; see also vv. 11-17, where the baptismal implications are very 
clear). As circumcision was given to Abraham as 'a seal of the right- 
eousness of faith' (Rom. 4.1 1), so baptism is given to the Church as the 
seal of the righteousness of faith which is theirs in Jesus Christ (II Cor. 
1.22; Eph. 1.13; 4.30; Rev. 7.3f.; cf. Col. 2.11f.). Baptism is the sacra- 
ment of justification (cf. I Cor. 6.11, 'Ye were washed, ye were sancti- 
fied, ye were justified, in the name of the Lord Jesus Christ and in 
the Spirit of God'); it is the occasion of a man's justification and 
sanctification, i.e. of his obtaining a new status before God. 1 In order 
to guard against misunderstanding it would be better not to speak of 
'justification by faith' but (if we want a formula) of 'justification by 
faith and baptism', or, more simply, 'baptismal justification', for there 
is no Christian baptism where there is no faith in Christ, and there is 
no justification apart from baptism into Christ's body. This is only 
another way of saying that the Church is the eschatological community 
of the Messiah, which by faith participates even now in the divine 

SiKaioavvrj, aa>T7)pla 9 8oa, /JcunAc/a, a>7y, dya-Try and (f>w$ 9 which shall be 

revealed in their unveiled reality in the 'day' of Jesus Christ. 

The prophetic and Pauline conception of salvation by the active 
SiKaiovvv-r] Scov, properly understood, prevents us from imagining 
that there can be any conflict between God's justice and his mercy. 
It is because God is righteous i.e. mord? in respect of his own coven- 
ant-promise of salvation that man is saved despite his smfulness. The 
SiKOLioavvrj @eov is the fundamental ground of God's act of salvation 
in Christ. There was a passing over (trdpcais, Rom. 3.25 only) of sins in 
the past, which did not mean that God was indifferent to man's sin- 
fulness, for he had all along prepared his salvation from times ever- 
lasting (Luke 2.31 ; Ps. 98.2) and was neither surprised nor defeated by 
man's disobedience. His act of redemption in Christ proves that he is 
SiWoff (Rom. 3.26) in the Isaianic sense of 'a just God and a Saviour' 

1 Sometimes theologians distinguish between justification and sanctification by 
speaking of justification as an act that is completed at the moment of God's accept- 
ance of the penitent and believing sinner and of sanctification as a continuing process 
of growth in holiness that goes on through the life of the Christian. This is a clear 
and intelligible use of terms and is quite unexceptionable, once the terms have been 
defined. It is, however, doubtful whether the NT concept of dyiaa/ids (the process of 
making or becoming ayios, from oyta^etv, to sanctify, to make or treat as holy, is 
patient of such a distinction. Chnst is our dyiaa/ids as he is our SIKCUOOTW'TJ (I Cor 
1 .30), and baptism is the moment of dyiaa/ids as of StiratWt ? (I Cor. 6. 1 1 ; 1 Pet 12, 
cf Rom. 1.7; I Cor. 1.2; I Thess. 4.7); Christians are dyioi in precisely the same 
eschatological sense that they are SiWoi (II Thess. 2.13; I Tim. 2.15; Heb. 12.14). 
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(Isa. 45.21). There is no suggestion here or elsewhere that the death of 
Christ has made it possible for God to forgive sins and yet to remain 
'just', 'satisfaction' having been rendered to his 'honour' or 'majesty'. 
As we have noted above, the metaphors of redemption and ransom are 
not intended by the NT writers to suggest that a price has been paid 
either to God or to the Devil; the metaphor emphasizes the length to 
which God is prepared to go for man's salvation, the sacrifice which 
Christ was willing to make. Medieval conceptions of God as a kind of 
feudal overlord who requires satisfaction for his outraged honour have 
no place in a genuinely biblical theology; and post-Reformation 
notions of Christ's bearing a penalty or punishment instead of us, in 
order that God might forgive us and yet remain just, have no basis in 
the teaching of the NT. When a NT writer says that Christ suffered for 
sins once, StWo? vnep OLOLKWV (I Pet. 3 18), or quotes Isa. 53.5, 'by 
whose stripes ye were healed' (I Pet. 2.24), he is enunciating (as the 
context makes clear) the Isaianic doctrine of the saving righteousness 
of God, made visible and effective in the vicarious suffering of his 
Messianic Servant. The NT writers certainly regard Isa. 53, as Jesus 
had done before them, as predicting the sacrificial death of Christ, but 
they do not use it to teach a 'substitutionary' or a 'satisfaction' theory of 
the atonement. 1 The curious notion that God's 'justice', which demands 
the punishment of sinners, could be saved by inflicting the death- 
penalty upon the one sinless being who had ever lived on earth is not 
found in the NT and it should find no place in Christian theology. 
Such notions began when StKcuoavvr) was translated by justitia and 
legalistic conceptions began to drive out moral ones. 'Merit' and 
'satisfaction' found their way into Christian theology as early as the 
time of Tertulhan and gradually came to dominate it to the exclusion 
of the NT doctrine of justification by God's free grace, until at last 
Luther arose to proclaim again the gospel of sola gratia. Even after the 
Reformation, medieval notions of 'merit' and 'satisfaction' continued 
to distort the NT teaching Merit is a notion which the NT entirely 
discards. St Paul does not speak of Christ's merits as being attributed 
('imputed') to us, but of his righteousness (Rom. 4.11 ; cf. 4.22-25), and 
the idea that we can supplement our own scanty merits by drawing 
upon the bank of Christ's superabundant merits is only another version 
of the rabbinic doctrine of 'the merits of the fathers', with Christ 

1 See G. W. H. Lampe, Reconciliation in Christ, 1956, 42: 'Although the Servant 
poems are freely employed in the primitive Church to prove that death was not 
incompatible with Messiahship, . . the particular texts which, at least as we read 
the Hebrew version as distinct from LXX, seem to favour a 4 substitutionary' inter- 
pretation of his death as a punishment inflicted on him by God in place of sinners, 
or as a satisfaction made to God's justice, are not in fact quoted.' 
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instead of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob and the Maccabean warrior- 
saints. It goes properly with medieval conceptions of the saints as 
possessing superabundant merits rather than with the NT conception of 
them as justified sinners. 1 It should be noted that the words 'substitu- 
tion', 'satisfaction' and 'merit' do not occur in EVV of the NT and that 
there are no equivalents for them in NT Greek. 

ST JAMES ON FAITH AND WORKS 

At first sight James 2.14-26 would seem to contradict St Paul's 
teaching about justification. 2 Closer study, however, shews that the 
opposition is more apparent than real, because James and Paul clearly 
do not mean the same thing by 'faith' and 'works'. What James means 
by 'faith* can be3een from 2.19, 'The demons also believe, and shudder.' 
James understands by 'faith' only a cold and barren orthodoxy, mere 
intellectual assent to such a proposition as that 'God is one'. The 
demons clearly do not have faith in the Pauline sense of complete 
trust in and obedience towards Jesus Christ; otherwise they would 
not be demoniacal! Moreover, James and Paul mean different things 
by 'works' ; James means acts of mercy and kindness to those in distress, 
Christian charity in action (James 2.15f.); Paul means 'the works of the 
law', i.e. outward acts of conformity to a ritual and moral code done 
for the sake of acquiring merit. Paul does not wish to belittle works of 
charity any more than James wishes to deny that God is one James 
says that 'faith without works is dead' (2.26); for Paul, faith without 
works is impossible. Paul cites Gen. 15.6 (Rom. 4.3; Gal. 3.6) to shew 
that Abraham, while still a Gentile (i.e. uncircumcised) was accounted 
righteous because of his faith in God's promise; James (2.23) cites the 
same verse to prove that Abraham's faith was not like that of the demons 
who believe but do not obey, because his obedience in the offering of 

1 See further G. W. H. Lampe, op. at., 53-75, for a lucid and penetrating exposi- 
tion of the NT teaching, in contrast with much medieval and post-Reformation 
misunderstanding. 

2 Four views of the relation between James and Paul are possible. (1) James is a 
Judaizer, deliberately attacking the Pauline doctrine. The difficulty about this view is 
that it is not the Pauline doctrine of justification which he attacks (2) James has 
heard only a garbled version of Paul's teaching and attacks it as antmomian ; we 
know from Paul himself that there had at one time been misunderstanding with St 
Peter and St James (Gal. 2.1-14, esp. v. 12), and that he had been accused of anti- 
nomiamsm (Rom. 3.8). (3) There was an antmomian party in the Church to which 
both Paul and James are opposed; James is supporting St Paul's attack on anti- 
nomianism (Rom. 3.5-8 , 6. 1 ; 6. 1 5-7.6), not attacking Paul (4) There is no connection 
at all between James and Paul beyond the fact that both are trained m rabbinic 
theology and are familiar with the same rabbinic arguments and proof-texts (so 
G. Schrenk, 'Righteousness', TWNT, ET. 66). Schrenk rightly says that Ep. James 
is as far removed from the Jewish idea of earning merit as it is from Greek ethics. 
'James simply demands, in a direct untheological way, that faith shall not be dis- 
torted into a substitute for work' (op. cit. t 39). See further E. C. Blackman, The 
Epistle of James (Torch Commentaries), 1957, 97-101, 
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Isaac shewed that his faith was reActo?, perfected: justification is by 
faith that is demonstrated in action ('works'). Thus, in James's language 
it may be said that Abraham was justified by works without contradict- 
ing Paul's assertion that no one is justified by works of law in the sense 
of the meritorious observance of a legal code. We may state the differ- 
ence between James and Paul in this way: for James it would have 
been of no avail if Abraham had believed God, but had not been 
willing to put his faith into action by obeying God's command; on 
Paul's view, for Abraham to have refused obedience would have been 
the same thing as to have disbelieved. There is not a great difference of 
meaning between rj man? vwripyei rols cpyois (James 2.22) and TTIOTIS- 
&' ayaTrrjs citepyovpevr} (Gal. 5.6) The real contrast between James and 
Paul lies not so much in anything that they affirm or deny as in the 
different levels at which their minds are working. James is still at the 
comparatively shallow level of rabbinic moralism, faith for him is 
intellectual orthodoxy, and the righteousness of God is simply tradi- 
tional ethical orthodoxy (1.20). He has no inkling of the problem with 
which St Paul is struggling; the blacks and whites of conventional 
morality, of rewards and punishments, are all that he can see. His 
simple tract for simple Christians, who are not tormented with existent- 
ial problems of sin and its forgiveness, will appear only as an epistle 
of straw if it is placed m the theological balances over against the 
solid weight of the Epistle to the Romans. 



II 

THE WHOLE CHRIST 



THE NT presents God's purpose as that of gathering up all 
things in Christ. This actual expression (ava.K<f>aXai,u)cra<rdai. 
ra ndvra V rq> Xpiorw) occurs only at Eph. 1.10 1 but the idea 
is expressed in many different metaphors in the NT. The original unity 
or harmony of things, which was disrupted on a cosmic scale by man's 
fall into sin, is now being restored by Christ's redeeming work; and 
what had hitherto existed in a state of separation or even enmity is 
now being unified in the new-created wholeness of Christ. Christ's 
saving work consists of effecting a unity of God and man, not by con- 
verting the Godhead into humanity, but by taking up manhood into 
God. 2 In Christ we are united to God in such a way that we partake of 
the character of God himself; a NT writer actually dares to say that 
Christians become 'partakers of divine nature' (II Pet. 1.4, Bdas 
Kowwvoi </>vcro>s). The theologians of the patristic period dwell lovingly 
on the thought that in Christ God became what we are in order that 
we might become what he is. 3 Thus the Church on earth in this age is 
the 'earnest' or 'firstfruits' of the New Humanity of Jesus Christ, the 
New Creation of the latter days. 

THE NEW MAN 

St Paul represents the work of Christ as that of the creation of a new 
humanity, one which Christians 'put on' like a robe in their baptism, 
when they 'put away' their old, fallen, corrupt human nature. Though 
in their baptism this putting on of the new humanity has taken place 
eschatologically, Christians still need exhorting to be what (eschat- 
ologically or by faith) they already are: 'Put away . . . the old man, 
which waxeth corrupt ... be ye renewed in the spirit of your mind, and 

1 The verb ava/ce^aAaido/xcu properly means *to summarize' in a literary sense 

(from Ke^aAtuov, capitulum, chapter), as in Rom. 1 3.9, eV r& Aoyw rovrat dvaicc^aAcu- 

owrai. This is the only other appearance of the verb in the NT. The noun 
(recapitulatw) does not appear in the NT. 



2 Cf. the Quicunque Vult: 'Unus autem non conversione Divmitatis in carnem, sed 
assumptione Humanitatis in Deum.' * 

3 E.g Irenaeus, Adv. Haer.> preface of Bk. V: 'Verbum Dei, Jesum Christum 
Dominum nostrum, qui propter immensam suam dilectionem factus est quod 
sumus nos, uti nos perficeret esse quod et ipse,' 
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put on the new man, which after God has been created in righteousness 
and holiness of truth' (Eph. 4.22-24). Ji/caioaw/T? is not a property of 
our fallen human nature ('the old man', Rom. 6.6; Eph. 4.22; Col. 3.9), 
but is a quality of the new creation in Christ (rov Katvov avdp&Trov rov 
Kara 9eov /cnafleVra cv oiKaioavvrj, Eph. 4.24). The new humanity of 
Christ, being now at peace with God, reconciles even the bitterest of 
human enemies; out of Jew and Gentile Christ has created 'one new 

man 9 (Iva rovs ovo KTio"fl cv avro) t? va Katvov avBpajTTOv, Eph. 2.15). 

Here again we note the use of the verb Krl&iv (to create) : the new human- 
ity is the new creation of God in Jesus Christ. The point is made even 
more explicitly in Col. 3.10f., where there is a deliberate parallel drawn 
with the first creation, in which man was made in the image of God 
(Gen. 1.26f.): 'having put on the new man, which is being renewed 
unto knowledge after the image of him that created him (/car* ct/co^a 
rov Krlaavros avrov), where there cannot be Greek and Jew, circum- 
cision and uncircumcision, barbarian, Scythian, slave, freeman: but 
Christ is all and in all' (aAAa ra irdvra. Kol cv irdo-t, Xpurros). Baptism into 
Christ is the re-creation of mankind in the image of God, which was 
impaired by man's sin. 'As many of you as were baptized into Christ 
did put on Christ: there can be neither Jew nor Greek, bond nor free, 
nor male and female, for ye are all one (new man) in Christ Jesus' 
(Gal. 3.27f.). In the new humanity of Christ the deepest religious, 
political and social divisions are done away. The Book of Genesis tells 
the story of how these divisions within the original unity of mankind 
grew up : a new Genesis has taken place in Jesus Christ, the incarnate 
Word by which the new creation is called into being, and the divisions 
created by the sin of mankind are abolished. Even the opposition of 
male and female is done away in the new unity of humanity in Christ. 
'Neither is circumcision anything, nor uncircumcision, but a new 
creation' (Gal. 6.15, dAAd Kcuvfj xruns). 'If any man is in Christ, there 
is a new creation (ct ns cV Xpiarw, Kaivfj Krlais) ; the old things are passed 
away; behold, they are become new' (II Cor. 5.17). 

This Pauline conception of the Church as a new-created humanity 
in Christ is a thoroughly eschatological conception: it was a common- 
place of later Judaism that the end-time would be like the perfection 
of the original creation. God would bring in new heavens and a new 
earth by an act of new creation (Isa. 65.17f.; 66.22; II Pet. 3.13; Rev. 
21. 1). 1 In this age the Church of Jesus Christ is the 'earnest' and 'first- 
fruits' of the new creation of the latter days. Even now there may be 
discerned the KCUVT] /criW, foretold by the prophets, made visible to 
faith in those who are 'in Christ'. Every member of Christ is created 

1 See supra, 80, 207. 
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such by an act of new creation at his baptism into Christ. The Church in 
its present paradoxical existence of 'even now' and 'not yet' is the 
eschatological reality of the end-time. But this truth is known only to 
faith, that is, to the Church, and not to those outside it. St Paul does 
not say so explicitly in any extant epistle, but he seems to hold that 
God in Christ took our human nature, new-created in its primal per- 
fection, and thereby the new creation came into being. 1 His being born 
as man was only a necessary first stage in the process of his baptism by 
death into the new humanity, the risen and glorified body of his resur- 
rection, into which Christians are baptized and through which even now 
they are glorified. A not dissimilar doctrine of the new-created humanity 
in Christ is found, of course, in John 1.1-14, where aapf represents 
both our fallen human nature (1.13) and also the perfect human nature 
of the new creation of Jesus Christ (John 1.14, 6 Xoyos aa.pt; cyeWro); 
and John, like Paul, teaches the truth of our participation in the new 
humanity of Christ (e.g. 14.23; 15.1-10; 17.23f, TereAcwo/ueW ei$ o>). 
If there is a difference between Paul and John, it is that Paul seems to 
think of the moment of the creation of the new humanity as that of the 
resurrection of Christ from the dead, while John thinks of it as the entry 
of the Word into history. But then, John's way of telling the Gospel- 
story is designed to reflect the eschatological Sofa of Christ in all the 
events of his human life. 

The newness of the new creation is emphasized in the Pauline teaching 
by the use of /catvd? Kaivrj KTI&IS (II Cor. 5.17; Gal. 6.15), KCLLVOS 
avBpajiTos (Eph. 2.15; 4.24) Old things (TO. apxala) are passed away 
I8ov ytyovtv Kawd (II Cor. 5.17; cf. Rev. 21.5). In Col. 3.10 vco? is used 
and not /ca/d?, but this is doubtless because of ava/cau>ou/zevoi/, which 
follows immediately. In the papyri there is not much difference between 
veo? and /ccuvo'?; veos means recent, new in the sense of new in time, 
while KOLWOS means new in quality. The KCUVOS avOpwrros of St Paul is 
qualitatively new, not something merely later in time; he is a new 
creation. Thus the adjective KOLLVOS becomes in the NT almost a technical 
eschatological term. This is implied in two phrases of St Paul's, 

1 It would be upon this aspect of NT teaching that the later doctrine of Anhypost- 
asia (or the impersonal humanity of Christ), as taught by St Cyril of Alexandria and 
the Chalcedoman theology, would find, if anywhere, its scriptural foundation The 
NT doctrine, however, is not that the Logos unites with himself the Platonic universal 
(form) of humanity, but that in becoming man he creates mankind over again, since 
redemption is in the Bible necessarily an act of new creation. What the Logos 
assumes is not abstract humanity, or the class-concept 'man', but the manhood of 
every individual man who has ever lived. That is to say, he has potentially taken each 
individual man to himself; it is in his own baptism that each individual man is 
actually united with God through Christ It is in real, suffering individual men that 
we encounter Christ, not in ideas and abstractions (Matt 25 34-46). Christ's union 
with mankind is personal, not a union of impersonal 'substances*. 
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7?s ojT}ff (Rom. 6.4) and /caivd-r^? irvevparos (Rom. 7.6), newness 
of life and newness of the Spirit. Life and Spirit, as we have seen, are 
eschatological conceptions; even now in this age we possess them by 
faith in Christ, and they become distinguishing features of the Messianic 
community. What has happened in the Christ-event is no mere evolu- 
tion from Israel's past history: it is a breaking into history of the 
qualitatively new, rd cc^ara. Hence the peculiar significance of the word 
KCLIVOS in the NT, where we read of Christ's JCCUVT) SiSa^ (Mark 1.27; 
cf. Acts 17.19), his Kaivti broXj (John 13.34; I John 2.7f.; II John 5); 
the Kaivfi SiaBriKT) (I Cor. 11.25; Heb. 8.13; 9.15); the KCUVOV Svopa of 
Christians (Rev. 2.17; 3 12); the KOLIVT) 'IcpovaaX^ (Rev. 3.12; 21.2); 
the Kaivr] u)8ri which is sung before the throne in heaven (Rev. 5.9; 
14.3), and, of course, the Kaivol ovpavol /cat KO.IVJ] yfj (II Pet. 3.13; Rev. 
21.1). The last book of the NT contains the Christian seer's proclama- 
tion of the nearness of the day of new creation m which the Alpha 
and the Omega declares, I8ov, KO.WO. TTOW> iravra (Rev. 21. 5). 1 

THE LAST ADAM 

Closely connected with the conception of the new man is Paul's 
teaching that Christ is 'the Last Adam' (I Cor. 15.45). The Adam- 
typology (cf. Rom. 5.14, 'ASdp., 6s can TVTTOS rov pcXXovros) plays a 
considerable part in Paul's thinking, and it is present to his mind when 
he is writing passages in which the name of Adam is not mentioned. 
For instance, in Phil. 25-11 he is thinking of the contrast between 
Christ and Adam, who being made in the image of God, thought that 
equality with God was something to snatch at: he puffed himself up 
and imagined himself in the fashion of a god, thus being disobedient to 
the life-giving tree (cf. Gen. 3.5, 24): wherefore God abased him and 
gave him a name lower than the angels', that at the name of man 
('Adam') no knee should bow, and that every tongue should confess 
that man is servant, to the glory of God the Father. St Paul thus con- 
ceives of Christ as 'Adam in reverse' ; Christ repairs the damage wrought 
by Adam and restores mankind to its original paradisal state of blessed- 
ness and peace with God. 'As in Adam all die, so also in the Christ 
shall all be made alive' (I Cor. 15.22). 

In Rom. 5.12-21 St Paul is seeking to explain how it is that the 
death of one can effect the salvation of all. He takes the rabbinic 

1 It was doubtless Jesus himself who first taught the newness of the work which he 
was accomplishing. The sayings about New Patches on Old Garments and New Wine 
in Old Wine-skins (Mark 2 2 If., Matt 9 16f., Luke 5.36-38) contain m themselves 
the germ of the whole NT conception of the new order. The new-made (Wo?) wine 
is to be put into fresh (*au>ds) wine-skins, Christian truth cannot be preserved 
under the old forms of Jewish religion (cf. John 2.1-11, 19, 14.21; Mark 11.14). St 
Paul has thoroughly grasped this teaching (e.g. Rom. 7.6). 
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conception of Adam as the representative man and proceeds to shew 
that Christ is the representative 'Adam in reverse'. (It will, of course, 
be borne in mind that the Heb. word 'Adam' means 'mankind' and is 
properly a collective noun, as in the P Creation story, Gen. l.l-2.4a). 
In the rabbinic teaching Adam stood for the solidarity of mankind, 
since all men were created 'in' him. 1 There were rabbinic legends of 
how dust from all over the earth's surface was collected to form his 
body. Play was made on the letters of his name, which was made to 
represent the four quarters of the world: 9 AvaroXrj (East), Avais 
(West), "ApKTos (North), Mta-r^ppta (South). The rabbis had no very 
consistent ideas about the mechanism of the transmission oi Adam's 
guilt to his posterity. St Paul simply accepts the rabbinic view that sin 
and death were so transmitted, but he displays little interest in the mode 
of the transmission; he is concerned to make his important point, 
namely, that it was through one man (St' wos dvBpwnov), Adam, that 
sin and death entered the world. He speaks of Adam's -napa-pavis 
(transgression, Rom. 5.14) or of his napa.^ ('a side-slip', almost 
'Fall', Rom. 5.15) and stresses the fact that it was the lapse of one man : 
'By the -napa.-*^ of the one many died' (5.15); 'by the TrapaTrrw^a of 
the one death reigned' (5 17); 'the one man's disobedience' (irapaKo^, 
5.19), etc. Equally strongly he stresses the reversal of Adam's sin 
through the work of 'the one man, Jesus Christ' (8x rov eVo? 'IrjaoO 
Xpurrov, 5.17), through whose Si/cai'ayia act of justifying righteous- 
ness 'the many' freely received the gift of Si/caiocruV?; (5.17) and 
SucaioMns fays (5.18). The heavily emphasized contrast between 'the 
one man' Adam and 'the one man' Christ makes it impossible to draw 
any other conclusion than that Christ is a corporate personality in the 
same sense as is Adam. As we fell 'in Adam', so we are restored 'in 
Christ'. St Paul is presenting the doctrine of the new humanity of Jesus 
Christ in a slightly different form (cf. the expression Zva KOLIVOV 
dvdpwTTov in Eph. 2.15). Though in Gal. 3.28 the name of Adam is not 
mentioned, the Adam-typology is not far beneath the surface: There 
can be neither Jew nor Greek (as Adam was neither), bond nor free 
(Adam was God's free man), male nor female ('Adam' is common 

gender): TTOLVTCS yap v^els els core cv XpLcrrw *Ir)oov. 9 

In I Cor. 15.45-49 St Paul returns to his Adamic typology. Again he 
contrasts the first Adam with the last. 2 The first man is cV yfj$ 9 



1 For a full account of rabbinic thinking about Adam see W. D. Davies, PRJ, 

52-7. 

2 We may note that the expression 'the Second Adam' does not occur in the NT. 
On the other hand, St Paul does call Christ 6 tempos dvOpwnos (I Cor. 15.47), so 
that Cardinal Newman's 'Second Adam' may be said to be justified. Paul's own 
expression for Christ is o f foga* '^ 8( /* (15.45), 'the Adam of the end-time'. 
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earthy (15.47); the second man is if ovpavov (ibid.). Paul is reproducing 
the teaching of Genesis (which he quotes explicitly in 15.45; Gen. 2.7) 
and of Judaism in general: Adam was made of the dust of earth. This 
in itself should be sufficient to disprove the notion that Paul's 'first 
man' has any connection with the Primal Man of Gnostic speculation, 
if such had gained popularity in St Paul's time; 1 for the fallen man of 
the so-called Gnostic myth was in fact a 'heavenly man'. When Paul 
says that d ocvrtpos avdpwn-os (i.e. Christ) is if ovpavov he means to 
contrast as strongly as possible the earthly origin of created man with 
the heavenly origin of him who assumed our manhood for the sake of 
our salvation. Since I Cor. 15.45-47 seems to be almost the only evidence 
which the supporters of the theory of the Gnostic myth can bring 
forward in support of its existence in the first century A.D., it is a fatal 
weakness of the theory that it turns out not to be evidence for it at all. 
St Paul would strongly deny any suggestion that the primal Adam was 
a 'heavenly Man', for he was 'of the earth, earthy'; and he would 
equally strongly deny that the pre-existent Son of God was a heavenly 
man before his ascension into heaven, after he had descended to the 
'lower parts of the earth' (Eph. 4.9). There is nothing in his writings to 
suggest that St Paul held Christ to be man at all before he became 
poor for our sakes (II Cor. 8.9). All the evidence that there is points to 
an opposite view: he was originally in the form of God, not of man, 
till he emptied himself and took the form of a slave (Phil. 2.6f.). Thus, 
neither 'the first Adam' nor 'the last Adam' (I Cor. 15.45) fulfils the 
role of the Gnostic 'heavenly man'. The view that a supernatural 
heavenly "AvQpaj-rros came to earth to redeem a fallen fellow 'light-man' 
is totally different from the view that God assumed our humanity, or 
was made man, flesh of our flesh, in order to unite our manhood with 
himself. It is clear that St Paul, like St John and the other NT writers, 
held the latter view. He is not dealing with the mythology of two 
supernatural, heavenly beings, one of whom fell from the high estate of 
heaven and was redeemed by the other, who had not fallen. He knows 
of no Archetypal Man; he knows only of Christ, the pre-existent Son 
of God, through whom and for whom all things were created : certainly 
Adam, made of dust, into whom God breathed the breath of life 
(I Cor. 15.45, quoting Gen. 2.7), was no such Archetypal Man. Christ, 
the Son of God, is prior to Adam in time, but as man he is Scvrcpos : he 
became man when he was born of a woman, born under the dispensa- 
tion of the Mosaic Law (Gal. 4.4). Compared with 'dusty Adam' 
Christ is the nvcvfia faoiroiovv of the end-time, foretold by the prophets 
(I Cor. 15.45). The Age of the Spirit succeeds in time the Natural Order 

1 See supra, 142f. 
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(15.46), and those who have borne the image of the earthly Adam now, 
after their baptism into Christ, bear the image of the heavenly Adam, 
that is, the image and likeness of God in which humanity was originally 
created (15 49; cf. Gen. 1.26f.). 

Paul undoubtedly thought of Adam as an historical individual who 
existed at a certain period of time in the eastern land; at least it pre- 
sumably never occurred to him to question this inherited belief. But 
he writes as if Adam were not an individual man at all : for his theo- 
logical purpose 'Adam' is still a collective noun. Adam for Paul is 
'mankind', 'everyman', Paul himself. Adam typifies the relation of all 
sinful men to the God who created them and loves them. The fact that 
we today no longer think of Adam as an historical individual m no 
way lessens for us the value of the Adam-concept as a theological 
symbol He represents for us (as for Paul) the unity or solidarity of the 
human race, as created in God's image, yet rebelling against God and 
asserting its independence of God; as still the object of the love and 
fatherly discipline of the Creator. The fact that 'Adam' is both a col- 
lective noun (Gen. 1.26f ) and a proper name (Gen. 3, though trans- 
lated 'the man' several times in RV, but see 3.17,21) is profoundly 
symbolical and teaches deep truth about the biblical conception of 
personality. This is much more profound than such childish rabbinic 
rationalizations as that all men sinned because all were in Adam's 
loins at the time of his Fall. Adam represents all men, because all men 
have the character of Adam The Creation and Fall stories are true of 
man as such, and this truth can be stated in biblical language by 
saying that all men are 'in Adam' (as Paul states it in I Cor. 15.22). 

The expression 'in Adam' does not involve any theory of corporate 
personality such as modern social psychologists might formulate ('the 
group mind', 'the instincts of the herd', 'racial behaviour', etc ), and if 
we use the expression 'corporate personality' at all, we must be on our 
guard against confusing it with any modern theories Perhaps it would 
be better to speak of 'representative man', provided that we under- 
stand the expression to mean more than a metaphor (like 'John Bull' 
or 'Uncle Sam'), as when we think of an individual (Churchill, Ghandi, 
Lincoln) as representative of his nation, or of the human race. But 
such analogies are not at all adequate to the biblical conception of 
Adam or the patriarchs as representatives of their descendants. 
Adam is mankind; Israel (or for that matter Isaac, e.g Amos 7. 9, 16) 
is the name of the patriarch and of the nation (cf Esau, Mai. 1.2f.; 
Rom. 9.13). The Jews in the Middle Ages pleaded the sacrifice of 
Isaac as Christians did that of Christ; in Isaac the whole Jewish race 
had made its act of submission to God; through Abraham's faithful 
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obedience the whole race had been received into a covenant-relation 
with God. The deeds of the patriarchs, of Moses, of David and even 
of the Maccabean heroes, were not just dead-and-gone incidents in the 
past ; they lived on into the present, determining it, giving it its character. 
A man lives on in his sons, and his name continues as long as descendants 
remain on earth. Hence the covenant-making of Abraham, the sacrifice 
of Isaac, the choice of Jacob instead of Esau, the Egyptian redemption 
all these things and many more are a part of the personality, the very 
self, of every Jew, because he is an Israelite, because Israel lives again 
in him. The history of Adam, of Abraham, of Jacob and Isaac, of 
Joseph and Moses and David, is his history; he was, as it were, a 
participant in the events of ancient time, which were constitutive of the 
history of creation and of redemption, because he is 'in Adam', 'in 
Abraham', 'in Israel', and so on. 'Hearken to me, ye that follow after 
righteousness, ye that seek Yahweh: Look unto the rock whence ye 
were hewn, and to the hole of the pit whence ye were digged. Look 
unto Abraham your father, and unto Sarah that bare you : for when he 
was but one (individual) I called him, and I blessed him, and made him 
many' (Isa. 51 .If.). Abraham is one, and he is many, just as Adam is an 
individual and the whole human race in fact, just as Christ is, accord- 
ing to St Paul, the new humanity, the Adam of the end-time, the one 
man and the many (cf. the use of ol iroXXoL in Rom. 5.15, 19). 'Many' 
in biblical language means 'many-m-one' and it can stand for all 
(cf. Rom. 5.12; I Cor. 15.22). 1 Christ, like Adam, or Abraham, or 
Israel, is the 'many-in-one' and the 'one-in-many'; the work of the 
Adam of the last days (d axaros y Aodfi) is to gather into the unity of 
the one the fragmented many, to heal the schisms of the fallen Adam 
through the perfect obedience of the Last Adam. 'Now hath Christ 
been raised from the dead, the firstfruits of them that are asleep. For 
since by man (Adam) came death, by man (Adam) came also the resur- 
rection of the dead. For as in Adam all die, so also in Christ shall all 
be made alive' (I Cor. 15.20-22). 

'IN CHRIST' 

We are now in a position to understand the meaning of the expres- 
sion *v Xpurra) which occurs very frequently in St Paul in varying 
forms: the full form seems to be ev XpurrA 'lyaov (Rom. 6.11). The 
expression is peculiarly Pauline, although it (or near approximations 
to it) is found in other NT writers and in the Apostolic Fathers (Acts 
4.2; 13.39; I Pet. 3.16; 5.10, 14; I Clem. 32.4; 38.1; Ign. Eph. 1.1; 

1 See supra, 221 , on iroXXwv m Mark 10.45. On the whole subject see A. R. Johnson, 
The One and the Many in the Israelite Conception of God, 1942. 
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Trail. 9.2; Rom. 1.1; 2.2), especially in the Johannine literature (V 
><H', John 6.56; 14.20, 30; 15.2-7; 16.33; 17.21; cV arf, eV ra> vi$, 
I John 2.6, 8, 24, 27f.; 3.6, 24; 5.11, 20; b 'lyaov, Rev. 1.9; eV 
Kvplw, Rev. 14.13). We may also compare the Johannine expression 
rov vlov (I John 5.12). It would seem that the conception of cV 
-w is not narrowly Pauline, but that it represents a method of 
speaking of our relationship to the risen Lord which was generally 
understood in the apostolic Church. 

We may at once dismiss the notion that the expression eV Xpiarw has 
to do with something called 'the mysticism of St Paul'. He uses it once 
in an autobiographical passage (ol8a av6pa>7rov cv Xpiorw irpo CT&V 
8e/caT<r(7a/>an>, II Cor. 12.2) in relation to a mystical experience in 
which he was 'caught up to the third heaven' ; but this is exceptional. 
He can lay claim to having enjoyed mystical 'revelations', but he will 
not boast of these (12.5-7), and he does not exhort his converts to 
practise mystical exercises. The relation of Christians to Christ is one 
of faith, not of mystical absorption. The NT writers set no store at all 
by religious feelings or emotions, and it is impossible to translate 
'religious experience' into NT Greek. We are united with Christ in 
faith through baptism, and whether or not we enjoy an 'experience' is 
irrelevant. Neither Paul nor John, when they speak of being in Christ 
or of Christ's being in us, is saying anything at all about an experience 
of mystical identification. They are simply using the familiar language 
in which the Hebrews had for centuries expressed their awareness of the 
solidarity of the human race, of the relatedness of persons with persons 
within a social or national whole, and of the living reality of historical 
events and personages at the present time. Israel may be represented as a 
person as God's son, or as the Servant of Yahweh, or by the figure of 
'one like unto a son of man'. The many can be indeed are one. 
Mankind is Adam; it will be Christ. The Church, the community of 
those baptized into Christ, is Christ, that is, is God's Son, is the Servant 
of the Lord, is the Son of Man. If we ask where this conception first 
came from, and whether it was St Paul who first invented it, we already 
know the answer. 1 It was Jesus himself who taught his disciples to think 
of him in this way. It was he who first brought them to the realization 
that he was in his own person the Son, the new Israel of God ; that he 
was the Servant in whose sufferings and martyrdom his disciples must 
participate; that he was Ben Adam, the corporate Son of Man, the 
redeemed humanity of the new creation. The expression cV XPHJT& and 
its equivalents (eV cpoi, etc.) are means by which St Paul, St John and 
other NT writers indicate that those who have believed in Christ and 

e, 138,145. 
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have been baptized into him are now a part of the new-created humanity 
of the end-time which constitutes the corporate personality of Christ, 
the 'human nature' which at his ascension he has carried to his Father's 
throne in heaven. 

In a similar way we must understand what the NT means by such 
expressions as 'Christ in you' (Rom. 8.10; II Cor. 13.5; Col. 1 27), 
Christ's dwelling in his disciples (Eph. 3.17; cf. Col. 3.16), or being in 
or abiding in them (John 14.20; 15.4, 7; 17.23, 26; I John 3.24). Here 
again no doctrine of 'Christ-mysticism', as that phrase is usually under- 
stood, is intended. The biblical doctrine of representative men is again 
the key to the truth. Adam lives again in every individual man; the 
patriarchs live their lives representatively in the whole dispersion- wide 
community of Israel ; the people of the saints of the Most High make 
up the person of one like a son of man, to whom the glorious kingdom 
of the latter days will be given. So Jesus himself in his character of 
Ben Adam describes himself as present in and to his sheluchim in every 
place, suffering individual men and women and children; persons who 
collectively make up the persona of Adam: 'I was hungry ... I was 
thirsty . . I was a refugee . . . naked . . . sick ... in prison. . . . Inas- 
much as ye did it not unto one of the least of these ye did it not unto 
me' (Matt. 25.35-45) The Son of Man must suffer.' Christ is present 
in and to suffering humanity beyond all frontiers of Israel or of Church, 
because his human nature is all-inclusive, universal. But he is especially 
present to his disciples, who are suffering for his sake (Matt. 10 40-42; 
Luke 10.16; John 1320; cf. Gal. 4.14; Philem. 17; Isa. 63.9). Paul 
had learnt this truth when he understood what the Lord had said to 
him on the Damascus road, 'Saul, Saul, why persecutest thou meT 
(Acts 9 4). 1 Christ is most real to us in our sufferings, and Paul knew 
this as well as anyone (II Cor. 12.7-10). It is in our weakness and 
suffering that the Swapis of Christ is made known to us. 'I have been 
crucified with Christ, and it is no longer I that live, but Christ liveth in 
me' (Gal. 2.20). In this same verse Paul emphasizes the fact that in this 

1 St Augustine, whose favourite expression totus Chnstus we have taken as the 
title of this chapter, ceaselessly taught the doctrine that *the whole Christ' is made up 
of the Head and the Members of the Body. He clearly saw the implications of 'Why 
persecutest thou meT Out of many relevant quotations perhaps the following most 
tellingly illustrates his teaching: The whole Christ is the head and the body: the 
head, that Saviour of the body, has already ascended into heaven, but the body is 
the Church which toils on earth. Now unless this body did cleave to its head in the 
bond of love, so that the head and the body are made one, he could not say in 
reproving from heaven a certain persecutor, Saul, Saul, why persecutest thou me 9 
Since no man was touching him as he sat in heaven, how did Saul by his violence 
against Christians upon earth, inflict injury in any way upon him 1 He does not say, 
Why persecutest thou my saints or my servants? but, Why persecutest thou me? 
that is, my members. The head cried out for the members, and the head transfigured 
the members into himself' (Comm. on Psalms, XXXI (XXX), Enarrat. 11, Serin. 1). 
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life ('the life which I now live in the flesh') our relationship with Christ 
is a faith-relationship made possible by belief in the Son of God. The 
utterly personal quality of this faith is in this same verse brought out 
uniquely in the NT, for only here is it stated that Christ died for me: 
'the Son of God who loved me and gave himself up for me.' 

THE FULNESS OF CHRIST 

The NT writers conceive of the history of redemption as a gathering 
of the redeemed into Christ. Metaphors of ingathering, or of harvest, 
had been used by Jesus himself, and are developed in the TrapaSoon? 
of his parables and teaching (e.g. Mark 4.26-29; Matt. 13.24-30, 36-43; 
John 4.35-38; cf. John 1 1.52). From this it is a straightforward develop- 
ment to the idea of the completion of the predetermined number of the 
elect (Rev. 7.4-8; 14.1), a notion which had perhaps already figured in 
Jewish apocalyptic imagery. 1 St Paul, who was not at all of a specula- 
tive turn of mind, makes no suggestion about a fixed number of the 
elect, but he does seem to have thought of the completed humanity, 
when gathered into Christ, as a kind of perfect whole, a full complement. 
He thinks of a process of the ingathering into Christ of Jew and Gentile, 
which in God's good time will be completed; the TrA^pe^a of the Gen- 
tiles will come in, and 'all Israel' also shall be saved (Rom. 11.25f.). 
He does not mean that every individual Jew and every individual 
Gentile will be converted and saved: TO rrXrjpw^a ra>v cOv&v means the 
'full complement', the completed number, of the nations of the world, 
i.e. the Gentile world as a whole (cf. the conception of the TrA^po^a 
of the Jews in Rom. 11.12). Similarly nds '/aparJA means 'Israel as a 
whole' (cf. Dan. 9.11). St Paul's mind, being thoroughly Jewish, thinks 
in terms of wholes, which are not merely the sum of their parts and 
which do not lose their wholeness if individuals fall out of them. A 
whole in biblical thinking is not a mechanical unity but a diversified 
unity in which individuals are enriched by participation. This biblical idea 
of wholeness is present in St Paul's use of the expression TO TrA^pco^a, 
the full complement, wholeness, perfected unity. It is a complement 
which does not gain anything if more individuals are added to it, nor 
does it lose anything if individuals are defective and fall from it. It 
takes its character from itself rather than from the individuals who 
compose it. Thus we may say that 'Adam', 'Israel', 'the Servant of 
Yahweh', 'the Son of Man' may be thought of in their corporative 
aspect under the category of 7rXr)pa>p,a. 'The fulness of the Gentiles' (or 

1 In I Tim. 5.21 we read of 'the elect angels*, i.e. the angels who did not fall from 
their first estate. It is not easy to determine at what date the view was developed 
that 'the number of the elect' was to be made up by filling the places of the fallen 
angels with 'saints' chosen from amongst men. 
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of Israel) is not simply a matter of the numerical addition of Gentiles 
(or Jews) until no individual has been left outside the total, for it is a 
qualitative rather than a quantitative conception. It is doubtless this 
quality of wholeness or completedness that St John is symbolizing when 
he says that the number of the redeemed Israelites is 144,000 (Rev. 
7.4; 14.1); he is not expressing an exact mathematical number. 

St Paul thinks of the whole company of the redeemed, in heaven and 
on earth, as a TrA^pw/xa in this sense. It is in Ephesians that the concep- 
tion is most clearly developed, and if we take the view that Ephesians 
is non-Pauline, then we must think of a disciple of St Paul who succeeded 
in expressing what St Paul meant better than the Apostle himself had 
ever done. It is not our purpose to discuss the question of authorship 
here, and we will add only that the conception in Ephesians of the 
corporative 'new man' as constituting a nXripw^a. Xpiarov, in which 
Jew and Gentile, bond and free, male and female, find their unity, is 
one which is implicit in the genuine letters of St Paul. Christ's new 
humanity, the new creation, is a whole which embraces all the other 
wholes, such as the TrA^pw/Lta TWV Mvwv and iras 'IcrparjX. It is the widest 
complement, the most embracing unity that it is possible to conceive 
(Gal. 3.28, etc.). Nothing in the old creation is excluded from the 
perfection of the new man in Christ. Redemption is achieved by in- 
gathering into Christ. Out of divided and estranged humanity 'one new 
man' is created (Eph. 2.15), a 'full-grown man', av-qp re'Aeio? (Eph. 4.13), 
i.e. whole or perfected humanity, the perfection of which is in fact the 
measure of the TrA^po^a Xpicn-ov (ibid.). Ministry in the Church, 
whether of apostles, prophets, evangelists, pastors or teachers, is 
designed for this one purpose only, viz. KarapTiafios TWV ayLwv, 'the 
perfecting of the saints' or building up of the corporative personality 

of Christ (oi/coSo/z-q rov ffotparos rov Xpiarov) (4.12). In Eph. 1.22f. the 

Church is explicitly defined as Christ's body, 'the ^Ar/payta of him that 
filleth all in all'. In Eph. 3.17-19 the complementary conception to that 
of being in Christ, viz. that of Christ's indwelling of the hearts of his 
disciples, is set forth; the consequence of Christ's indwelling is that his 
disciples are 'filled unto all the irXripw^a of God'. The TrA^pco/na Xpiarov 
is the ingathered Church; the Church is indwelt by the trX^pw^a rov 
&ov. St John expresses the same truth in his own language: 'I in them, 
and thou in me, that they may be perfected into one' (John 17.23). 

Like other NT realities the nX^pcDfia Xpiarov is in this age subject to 
the 'even now' and the 'not yet' of eschatological tension. Even now 
the Church by faith participates in the perfection and wholeness of 
Christ, but the Church in the world is not yet whole or perfect. It can- 
not exhibit its perfection to the world, because eschatological reality is 



254 The Whole Christ 

apprehended in this age only by faith. The Church's treasure, her 
yvwais &eov, is in earthen vessels a fact which at least has the advant- 
age of making us realize that it is not her own power which is of any 
avail but the exceeding greatness of God's SiW/us (II Cor. 4.7), the 
Svvapis made perfect in human weakness. The Church, if it has sufficient 
faith, never needs to be anxious about its weakness as a human organ- 
ization; indeed, it should rather glory in its weaknesses, for then the 
power of Christ will be seen to cover it (II Cor. 12.9). 'Wherefore I take 
pleasure in weaknesses, in injuries, in necessities, in persecutions, in 
distresses, for Christ's sake: for when I am weak, then am I strong' 
(12.10). Until the ingathering of the elect is completed, the wholeness or 
nXripwfia of Christ's recreated humanity suffers loss, and the missionary 
labours of the Church are needed in order to fill up what is lacking of 
the afflictions (0A/rei?) of Christ 'for his body's sake, which is the 
Church' (Col. 1.24). It is in this sense that the Church in this age par- 
takes in the sufferings (naB^ara) of Christ (Phil. 3.10; II Cor. 1.5-7; 
cf. Rom. 8.18, etc.). This is not at all to imply that Christ's sufferings 
on the cross are not indeed a 'finished work', nor is it to suggest that 
the Church can add anything whatever to the redemption wrought by 
Christ, however much it suffers. It means that, though the wholeness 
of Christ is something already perfect and complete, in the sense of the 
eschatological 'even now', the 'good fight of faith', which the Church 
wages in this age, is a real fight, not a sham battle in a mock contest 
where the issue is already decided: it means that every act of Christian 
self-sacrifice, of vicarious suffering and of loving service is something 
gained for the TrA^oyta rov Xpicrrov, for the building up and perfecting 
of his body, which is the Church. 

THE BODY OF CHRIST 

The meaning of the expression a<S/ia Xpiorov as used of the Church 
should now be apparent. Christ is a 'one' who includes within his 
resurrection-body 'the many', i.e. a corporate personality, if that term 
is understood theologically rather than psychologically. In Hebraic 
thought 'body' means 'self', almost what we mean by 'personality'; 
thus, for instance, Paul writes, 'I beseech you, brethren ... to present 
your bodies (rd aco/Ltara vpwv) a living sacrifice' (Rom. 12.1), meaning, 
of course, 'present your whole selves'. We may think of the aw^a 
Xpurrov as the 'person' of Christ, provided that we do not think of 
'person' as a bodiless spirit (cf. Luke 24.37, 39). It is this Hebraic con- 
ception of the one and the many, the Hebraic view of what we call 
'personality', which lies behind the conception of the Church as the 
body of Christ. The individual Israelite was a member of Israel: the 
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individual Christian is a member of Christ. The individual Israelite 
achieved his status by circumcision, the Christian by means of 'a cir- 
cumcision not made with hands', i.e. baptism into Christ (Col. 2.1 If.). 
The conception of the Church as Christ's body is emphasized and 
elaborated by St Paul, and it may be that it was he who first used the 
phrase; but the fundamental idea behind it, as we have seen, comes 
from Jesus's own teaching about his Messiahship and his character of 
Ben Adam. 1 His mission was to gather 'Israel' to himself (Matt. 23.37; 
Luke 13.34; John 11.52). St Paul is not the only NT writer to employ 
the conception, for it appears clearly in John 2.21, where Christ speaks 
of raising the Church, the temple of his resurrection-body, into the 
place within the purpose of God which Judaism and its Temple now 
no longer can hold. 

St Paul's own relation with Christ, especially as determined by his 
experience on the Damascus road, leads him to his own distinctive 
emphasis upon the doctrine of the Church as the resurrection-body of 
Christ. He came to realize that in persecuting the Church he was per- 
secuting Christ himself (Acts 9.4f.; 22.7f.; 26.14f.), 2 and he impresses 
the same truth on his converts: 'Sinning against the brethren, and 
wounding their conscience when it is weak, ye sin against Christ' 
(I Cor. 8.12). As we have noted above, Jesus had originally given this 
teaching to his disciples in an even stronger form (e.g Matt. 25.40, 45); 
St Paul is loyally applying it to the life-situation of the Gentile churches. 
It is m I Cor. 12.12-30 that he most fully develops the implications of 
the doctrine for the life and ministry of the churches. All the members 

1 Too often the question of the origin of the idea of the Church as a/za Xpiarov 
is discussed as if St Paul and not Jesus were the originator of it. It is unnecessary 
for our purpose here to pursue all the suggestions that have been put forward con- 
cerning the origin of the phrase. See esp. W. D. Davies, PRJ, 57, and J. A. T. Robin- 
son, The Body, 55-58; E. Best, One Body in Christ, 1955, 83-95 Davies holds that 
Paul derived the idea primarily from the rabbinic conception of the unity of man- 
kind in Adam. Others, as W. L. Knox, St Paul and the Church of the Gentiles 
and G. Johnston, The Doctrine of the Church in the New Testament, 1943, think it is 
taken over by Paul from the Stoic analogy of a commonwealth as like a human body, 
in which the parts render varied and complementary services A E. J. Rawlmson in 
his essay 'Corpus Chnsti' in Mysterium Christi, ed. G. K A. Bell and A. Deissmann, 
1930, 228, suggested that the idea was derived from the word of Jesus over the bread 
at the Last Supper; cf. I Cor. 10.17, 'Because there is one loaf, we that are many are 
one body, for we all partake of the one loaf.' E. Kasemann (Leib und Leib Chnsti, 
Tubingen, 1933, 176) would /w contra see Pauline influence behind Mark 14.22. 

2 J. A. T. Robinson, op. cit. t 59, points out that Acts 26 14 is the only occurrence 
in NT of the Aramaic spelling ZaovX and is 'some evidence that we have here an 
indelible personal reminiscence*. He roundly declares that 'the appearance on which 
Paul's whole faith and apostleship was founded was the revelation of the resurrection 
body of Christ, not as an individual, but as the Christian Community', and he quotes 
E. Mersch, The Whole Christ, ET, 1948, 104, 'Since that day, when he saw Christ 
in the Church he was persecuting, it seems that he can no longer look into the eyes 
of a Christian without meeting there the gaze of Christ.' Cf. also C. H. Dodd, 
New Testament Studies, 62. See also note on p. 251, supra. 
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of a body, though many, are one body: Christ likewise, though many, 
is one body. Into Christ's one body Christians were baptized, Jews and 
Greeks, slaves and freemen, and they all drank of the one Spirit. 
Thus they are now the various members (or as we would say, organs) 
of Christ's body, having different functions, yet all equally honourable 
and necessary to the efficient working of the body as a whole. The 
Church is thus the means of Christ's work in the world; it is his hands 
and feet, his mouth and voice. As in his incarnate life, Christ had to 
have a body to proclaim his Gospel and to do his work, so in his 
resurrection life in this age he still needs a body to be the instrument of 
his gospel and of his work in the world. This is what is meant by the 
assertion, sometimes made, that the Church, is 'the extension of the 
Incarnation'. The phrase is, of course, misleading if it is taken to mean 
that the actual Church in the world today is already Christ's perfected 
humanity; not till the 'day of Christ' will the Church of redeemed 
sinners be in actuality what it is now eschatologically, the perfect 
manhood of Christ. 

Thus it is, in St Paul's view, that Christians find unity and fellowship. 
They enjoy 17 KOIVWVIO. rov aytov TrvcvfjLCLTos (II Cor. 13.14) because they 
are one body in Christ (I Cor. 12.13), although the functions of the 
body are as diversified as are the Spirit's gifts (I Cor. 12.4-1 1). 'We, the 
many, are one body in Christ, and individually we are one anothers' 
members' (Rom. 12.5; cf. I Cor. 10.17). In Eph. and Col. the metaphor 
is slightly varied, and Christ is said to be the head of the body: 'he is 
the head of the body, the Church' (Col. 1.18); 'he put all things in 
subjection under his feet, and gave him to be the head over all things 
to the Church, which is his body . . .' (Eph. 1.22; cf. Eph. 4.15; 5.23, 
also I Cor. 11.3). Christ, in this metaphor, is the Head of that body of 
which Christians are members; while the Head is perfect, the body is 
incomplete and is being built up by the apostolic, pastoral and teaching 
ministry of the Church into 'a fullgrown man' (Eph. 4.1 1-16), the whole 
Christ totus Christus, membra cum capite. 

THE BRIDE OF CHRIST 

It is right to speak of the Church as the resurrection body of Christ, 
i.e. the manhood which Christ carried into heaven at his ascension to 
the Father (Eph. 2.6), even though we recognize that such language 
is metaphorical. Yet it is true metaphor, expressing a reality which 
cannot be expressed in any other way. 1 The body-metaphor is pressed 

1 Several recent expositors would apparently deny that the Pauline language is 
metaphor at all. 'We are members of that body which was nailed to the cross, laid 
in the tomb and raised to life on the third day* (L. S. Thornton, The Common Life in 
the Body of Christ, 1944, 298; cf. also E. L. Mascall, Christ, the Christian and the 
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to its most extreme point in the NT representation of the Church as 
having become 'one flesh' with Christ in marriage-union with him. 
Nothing could more vividly illustrate the fact of the wholeness of our 
redemption in Christ than this declaration that our union with him is no 
merely 'spiritual* thing, but is as physical as the union of man and wife; 
Christ redeems our bodies as well as our 'souls' : The husband is head 
of the wife, as Christ also is head of the Church, being himself the 
saviour of the body' (Eph. 5.23). The metaphor of the husband-wife 
relationship, it would seem, was accepted teaching in the early Church, 
because in Eph. 5.22-33 the author uses this great theological truth, 
almost incidentally, to reinforce his teaching about the mutual relation- 
ships of Christian husbands and wives (cf. also II Cor. 1 1 .2). It is, 
moreover, found in non-Pauline parts of the NT, particularly in the 
Apocalypse (Rev. 19.7-9; 21.2, 9); and it may perhaps have been 
suggested by Jesus himself in sayings and parables which represent his 
parousia as the coming of the Bridegroom (Matt. 25.6; Luke 12.35-40) 
and the blessedness of the redeemed as a marriage feast in the Age to 
Come (Matt. 22.1-14). 

The metaphor of Christ as Bridegroom and the Church as his bride 
is, of course, based upon the OT prophetic image of Israel as the spouse 
of Yahweh: Thy Maker is thine husband, Yahweh Sabaoth is his 
name: and the Holy One of Israel is thy redeemer. . . . For Yahweh 
hath called thee as a wife forsaken . . . but with great mercies will I 
gather thee' (Isa. 54.5-7). 'As the bridegroom rejoiceth over the bride, 
so shall God rejoice over thee' (Isa. 62.4f.; cf. also Hos. 2.7; Amos 3.2). 
Israel's lapses into idolatry are frequently spoken of as whoredom or as 
adulterous union with strangers (e.g. Ezek. 16.15-43; Hos. 4.10-15). 
Moreover, the days of covenant-making in the wilderness of Sinai are 
spoken of as the time of Israel's 'espousals' (Jer. 2.2; Ezek. 16.8, 43, 
60); and it is promised that, despite her sins, God would make with 
Israel, forgiven and restored, a new and everlasting marriage-covenant 
(Ezek. 16.60-63). The NT writers think of this prophecy as having been 
fulfilled in the marriage-covenant between Christ and his Church. 
The Last Supper of Jesus with his disciples was the solemnization of the 
marriage in a sacramental rite. 1 The metaphor involves an affirmation 

Church, 1946, 161f.; J. A. T. Robinson, op. cit., 49-55). On the other hand, others 
would say that the Pauline language is to be understood metaphorically (e.g. . 
Best, One Body in Christ, 112, who says that the phrase 'body of Christ* is 'not used 
realistically and ontologically but metaphorically'). Much depends on our understand- 
ing of the necessarily symbolical character of all theological language. It would surely 
be wiser to say that such a phrase as 'the body of Christ* (meaning the Church) is used 
realistically, ontologically and therefore metaphorically or symbolically or analogically. 
1 See C. L. Chavasse, The Bride of Christ (London, 1940), who points out that the 
Passover was nuptial and was the ratification of the marriage-covenant between 
Yahweh and his people (p. 60). 
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of the closest possible unification of Christ with the Church as his 
body, in view of the biblical doctrine of marriage, stated in Gen. 2.24 
(quoted by St Paul in Eph. 5.31), that man and wife become 'one flesh' 
(cf. also I Cor. 6.15-20, where a strong application of this theological 
principle is made in the sphere of the ethics of sex). Christians are 
'joined to the Lord* as husband and wife are joined, and are therefore 
'one spirit' with him (I Cor. 6.17). Indeed, we have in the marriage- 
metaphor an excellent illustration of the meaning of the doctrine of the 
'one body', 'one flesh', 'one spirit', of the Pauline teaching. For the 
marriage-relationship is the deepest, richest and most satisfying personal 
human relationship of which we have experience; it is an experience 
of surrender without absorption, of service without compulsion, of 
love without conditions. In it are illustrated, as far as such divine 
realities can be illustrated by analogies within human experience, all the 
truths of God's love and grace in the lives of Christian disciples. To 
say that the Church is 'one flesh' with Christ is to describe a structure 
of personal relationships in which the Christian disciple remains com- 
pletely and utterly himself, yet finds himself developed into a 'new man' 
through participation in the common life of Christ's body, the Church. 

THE TRUE VINE 

The Johannme allegory of the Vine and the Branches (John 15 1-8, 
16) teaches the same truth as the metaphors of the Body and of the 
Bride of Christ In the OT Israel is frequently represented by the figure 
of a vine, olive or fig-tree; and in Rom. 1 1.16-24 St Paul likens Israel 
to an olive tree, whose roots are the patriarchs and whose branches are 
the children of Israel, while the Gentiles are a wild olive that has been 
grafted into the 'good olive tree'. J. H. Bernard says that wherever in 
the OT Israel is represented by a vine, her degeneracy is being lamented 
or her destruction foretold (Ps. 80.8-16; Isa. 5.1-7; Jer. 2.21; Ezek. 
15.1-8; 19.10; Hos. lO.lf.; 11(4) Esd. 5.23; cf. Rev. H.lSf.). 1 Jesus in the 
Synoptic Gospels is recorded as having used this OT symbolism of 
vines and vineyards (Mark 12.1-12 and par.; Matt. 20.1-16; 21.28-32; 
Luke 13.6-9; the Barren Fig-tree episode belongs to the same cycle of 
ideas, Mark 11.12-14, 20-25). Indeed, the representation of Israel as a 
vine was familiar to everyone in his day; Israel was represented as a 
vine on the coins of the Maccabean rulers. The general weight of 
Jesus's teaching would seem to be that Israel was a vine (or vineyard) 
which yielded a poor grape-harvest in spite of the loving care which 
God had lavished upon it. St John is familiar with this tradition of his 
teaching, and he develops it by the words which he puts into the mouth 

1 J. H. Bernard, St John (ICC), 1928, II, 478. 
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of Jesus: 'I am the true vine, and my Father is the husbandman' 
(15.1). In the sentence fyw dpi 17 d^^Xos y dXrjdivtf two words have 
special emphasis, the first and the last. Christ, not Israel, is the vine of 
God's planting; the vineyard of Israel has been rejected as worthless; 
compared with the old, barren vine, Christ is the true vine. The implica- 
tion of the saying is that Christ is the new Israel, the true Israel of God. 
But, like the old Israel, he is a corporative person : * Ye are the branches' 
(15.5). The vine in the allegory is a figure of totus Christus, caput et 
membra. The branches yield fruit only because their life is drawn from 
the vine: a branch that is broken off is fit only for burning (15.6; cf. 
Ezek. 15.1-8). St John intends the allegory to teach the doctrine of 
the essential unity of the Church, through participation in which the 
individual disciple receives the very life-blood of Christ himself. The 
allegory of the Vine was doubtless suggested by the first celebration 
of the Eucharist (as St John would regard the Last Supper), at which 
it was spoken. The symbolism of the allegory is 'at least in part euchar- 
istic, and the union of believers with Christ which it represents is a union 
in his death'. 1 

The allegory of the Vine passes into a discourse of Jesus on the 
theme of dydnTj (John 159-17), which develops naturally from it, 
because in the whole NT view the Christian experience of dyd-m] is the 
result of man's being taken up into the unity of the Godhead through 
incorporation into Christ. 'Even as the Father hath loved me, I also 
have loved you: abide ye in my love' (15.9). Abiding in Christ's love is 
defined in the next verse as obedience to Christ's commandment, which 
in turn is defined as the command to love one another even to the extent 
of Christ's love, even to the length of laying down one's life (15.12f.). 
Love is obedience, not the coerced obedience of a slave but the willing 
obedience of a friend: 'No longer do I call you 8ov\oi . . . but I have 
called you <f>l\oC (15.15). Obedience to Christ's commandment of love 
is now a possibility because of the new relationship which has been 
created by Christ's schooling and appointing of his disciples (15.16). 
This new relationship is a taking up of the disciples into the unity of 
the divine life; in the High Priestly Prayer Jesus prays that 'they may 
all be one, even as thou, Father, art in me and I in thee, that they also 
may be in us' (17.21 ; cf. 17.23, 26). The d-ydnrj with which the Father 
loved the Son even before the foundation of the world (17.24) is the 
ground of the Christian's new relationship not only with God but also 
with his fellow Christians. Thus, as elsewhere in the NT, ayd-ny is not 
a natural virtue, which men can develop within themselves if they try 
hard enough: it is a 'fruit' of 'abiding in' Christ, the Vine which gives 
i C. K. Barrett, GSJ, 393. 
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life to its branches (15.16). 'Ay any, like SIKCUOOWTJ, is a real quality of 
life in Christ, not an 'as if. Our love and righteousness are, of course, 
not our but Christ's achievement; yet they are our possession, even 
now, by faith, because even now we are in Christ. Because we are 
incorporated into Christ or 'abide in' him, we are Christ: not individu- 
ally, but corporatively, we make up the persona of Christ. In Christ we 
are enfolded in the Father's love for the Son, who now includes us. 
God the Father treats us now as his Son, who in fact we are. Hence 
we are justified, assumed righteous, made acceptable to God, in virtue 
of the new relationship to him which our incorporation into Christ 
has set up. Hence justification is never a matter of the individual's own 
private relation to God; we are justified together in Christ, not as 
separate individuals who appear at the bar of a court of justice, each 
one answering for his own crimes. It is as the new Israel, the body of 
Christ, that we are found in the possession of dya?^, which is nX^pw^a 
vopov (Rom. 13.10; cf. 13.8), and which is therefore SiKaiovvvr) and the 
ground of our 8i/c<uWi?. No legal fiction is involved; God treats us as 
he treats his Son because we are the body, crucified and risen, of his 

ol TToAAot V (JOJfJid CffJLV V XpHJTO) (ROIH. 12. 5). 1 



THE SPIRITUAL HOUSE 

Jesus conceived of his mission as that of gathering a new Israel of 
God. There is a passage in Isaiah in which the gathering in of 'strangers' 
and of 'the outcasts of Israel' is closely associated with the house of 
God (i.e. the Temple at Jerusalem) in the day of the drawing nigh 
of God's salvation and of the revelation of his righteousness (Isa. 56. 1 -8). 
God will make the 'strangers' joyful in his house of prayer: 'their 
burnt offerings and their sacrifices shall be accepted upon mine altar: 
for mine house shall be called an house of prayer for all peoples. The 
Lord God which gathereth the outcasts of Israel saith, Yet will I gather 
[others] to him, beside his own that are gathered' (56.7f.). Jesus medi- 
tated upon the tragedy of the Temple, which in the prophetic vision was 

1 Quotations from three writers who approach the matter from somewhat different 
viewpoints will perhaps illustrate the convergence of scholarly opinion upon this 
conclusion: 'Justification by faith is never a solitary relationship . . . Faith and 
justification are inseparable from initiation into the one body* (A. M. Ramsey, 
The Gospel and the Catholic Church, 2nd ed , 1956, 37) 'It is in Christ that the sinner 
is justified He is placed in a right relationship, that is, restored to the condition of 
being within the covenant with the Father, and he is given the status of a son because 
he is in Christ. . . . We are "justified in Christ", as the Apostle says explicitly in 
Gal 2 17' (G. W. H. Lampe, Reconciliation in Christ, 63). 'Paul . . . has in mind 
always God's action in justifying the individual, and not only the community. 
Actually, he does not think of the individual as existing by himself, when a man is 
justified, he becomes forthwith a member of the body of Christ, as formerly he 
belonged to Israel, or the Gentiles, or the human race' (G. Schrenk. TWNT, ET, 
Righteousness, 47). 
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to have become the gathering place and house of prayer of all nations 
(Mark 11.17; Matt. 21.13; Luke 19.46), but was in fact a den of robbers 
(Jer. 7.11). God was saying again, as he had spoken by the word that 
came to Jeremiah, 'I will do unto the house which is called by my 
name, wherein ye trust, and unto the place which I gave to you and to 
your fathers, as I have done to Shiloh' (Jer. 7.14; cf. I Sam. 4.3-12; 
Ps. 78.60; Mark 13.2). One of the few scraps of evidence that could be 
mustered against Jesus at his trial was that he had spoken against the 
Temple: 'We heard him say, I will destroy this Temple (vaos) that is 
made with hands, and in three days I will build another made without 
hands' (Mark 14.58). Clearly Jesus had spoken of his own work as 
replacing the Jerusalem Temple in the purpose of God, for the Temple 
had become a place of abominations (Jer. 7.10). The Temple, as the 
living centre of the worship of God, would be replaced by a new 
Temple, which Jesus was building a Temple made not of stones 
(axcipoTroirjTos), but of the gathered members of the new Israel which 
he was incorporating into himself. In another context he had spoken 
of 'building his c/ocArjaia' on St Peter as a foundation rock (Matt. 
16.18). 

St John in his own subtle and allusive style brings out the significance 
of the Temple-metaphor, re-interpreting the saying preserved in the 
Synoptic tradition in such a way as to shew its meaning for the doctrine 
of the Church. After his account of the Cleansing of the Temple 
(John 2.13-17) he records the reply of Jesus to the request of the Jews 
for a sign: 'Destroy this Temple (va6$), and in three days I will raise it 
up.' The Jews object that even the re-building begun by Herod the 
Great has already taken forty-six years. The Evangelist adds the 
explanatory gloss, 'But he spoke of the Temple of his body' (tr^pl rov 
vaov rov awp,aros avrov), and notes that the disciples recalled this 
teaching only after Christ's resurrection (2.18-22). It is, of course, 
incredible that the Fourth Evangelist (especially if he wrote in or near 
Ephesus) should have been unaware of the meaning of awpa Xpurrov 
as expounded by St Paul and doubtless many others, and it is 
certain that we have here a typical Johannine double entendre: 6 
vaos rov 0a>p,aros avrov refers, on the one hand, to Christ's bodily 
resurrection, but also, on the other hand, to the raising up of 
Christ's body, the Church. The meaning of John 2.1-22 as a whole 
is that the Church of Jesus Christ replaces Judaism and its Temple 
in the purpose of God (cf. John 4.21-23). St John is conveying in 
his own style the truth that the Church is the resurrection-body of 
Christ. 

Other passages in the NT shew clearly that the apostolic Church 
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had assimilated Jesus's teaching about the building of a new c/c 
cot?, that is, the gathering of a new Israel into his own aw^a or persona 
The most striking is I Pet. 2.4f. The writer thinks of Christ as a corner- 
stone (Isa. 28.16 and Ps. 118.22, quoted in I Pet. 2.6f.) and of Christians 
as built on it or around it: 'Ye also as living stones (Xt0oi &VTCS) are 
built up a spiritual house (olttos Trveu/Km/cds), 1 unto (et?) a holy priest- 
hood, to offer up spiritual sacrifices acceptable to God through Jesus 
Christ.' Here we have the conception of the vao? d^etpoTroi^ros (here 
called Tn/cu/xariKo'?) built out of the members of the Church who 
formerly had been 'no people' (I Pet. 2.10; Hos. 1.9f. ; 2.23) but now are 
Aaos oO. In short, the Scripture upon which Jesus meditated is ful- 
filled: the strangers and outcasts are gathered into the new Temple, 
and in it they offer their sacrifices which are accepted on God's altar 
(Isa. 56.7f.). In the Christian va6$ our sacrifices are acceptable to God 
through Jesus Christ Exactly the same teaching appears in Eph. 2 19- 
22 (whatever may be the connection between Eph. and I Pet ): 'Now 
therefore ye are no more strangers and foreigners, but fellow-citizens 
with the saints and members of God's household, and are built upon 
the foundation of apostles and prophets, Jesus Christ himself being the 
chief corner-stone, in whom all that is builded (^daa otVoSo/z^), fitly 
framed together, grows into a holy vao? in the Lord: in whom ye also 
are builded together for an habitation (/caTot/c^T^piov) of God in the 
Spirit.' In I Cor. 3.16f. St Paul speaks of Christians as forming the 
vao? 0cov, in which the Spirit of God dwells (cf also I Cor 6 16f.). 
The individual Christian is a microcosm of the Church as the habitation 
of God in (his activity of) Spirit (I Cor. 6 19). In II Cor. 5 If. St Paul 
seems to be arguing that, as the Jerusalem Temple was 'dissolved' and 
replaced by a house not made with hands (oi/aa a^tpoTrot^ro?), i.e. the 
Church of Christ, so it is necessary that our earthly tabernacle (or 
body) should be dissolved in order that we might be 'clothed upon 
with our habitation (oiV^T^ptov) from heaven'. At least, this interpreta- 
tion is suggested by the use of the rare word d^etpoTrot^To? used in the 
Synoptic tradition of Christ's word about the Temple that he would 
build, made without hands (Mark 14.58). The word occurs neither in 
LXX nor in classical literature, and is found only three times in NT 
and nowhere outside it. The third NT reference is Col. 2.11 : 'in whom 
(Christ) ye were circumcised with a circumcision not made with hands 
(TrcpiTo/AT? dxcipoTToiTjTOj), in the putting off of the body of the flesh, in 
the circumcision of Christ.' The phrase 1} Trepir 0/117 rov Xpicrrov clearly 
means the new Israel, and the 'circumcision made without hands' 

1 The Temple is frequently called olxos in LXX (e.g. Ps. 69 (68).9, quoted in John 

2.17, 6 ^T/Ao? rov OIKOV oov). 
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refers both to Christian baptism ('the putting off of the fleshly person') 
and also to the Church as the vaos 



THE HOUSEHOLD OF GOD 

In some NT passages ofoo? means 'household', 'family', and not the 
building (Temple). For instance, we read in Acts 16.15 that Lydia was 
baptized KO! 6 of/co? arf-HJ? (cf. Acts 10.2; 11.14; 16.31-34; 18.8). An 
ancient household, of course, included a man's slaves, hired servants 
and dependent relatives, as well as children; it might be quite a large 
establishment. But the word of/cos- had important OT associations, 
and appears in such Hebraic usages as oko? 7<7/>ar}A (Heb. 8.8), 
O!KOS Aavcti, etc Thus, a title for the Church, the new O?KO? V 
is olKos rov 0ov (Heb. 10.21; I Pet. 4.17), and in I Tim. 3.15 
@6o? is defined as eWArjaia &eov tfivros. The solidarity of the ancient 
household as a social unit is significant here; it had its own 'economy' 
in which there was differentiation of function and status. Thus, in 
Heb. 3 1-6 the distinction between Moses, who was a 0e/>a7ron>, a 
'retainer' (Num. 12.7; Josh. 1.2; 8.31, 33; cf. Wisd. 10.16), and Christ, 
who is vlos em TOV olnov avrov, is strongly affirmed; the passage is 
especially interesting because in it of/cos is used in its two senses of 
'building' and 'household'. Starting from Num. 12.7, 'My servant 
(Btpd-rrajv) Moses ... is faithful in all my house (of/co?)', Auct. Heb. 
thinks of the house that God built, returns to the idea of Christ as a 
son over God's house(hold), and concludes by saying that we are 
God's building and God's household. The olKovopla (lit. management 
of a household, stewardship, cf. Luke 16.2-4) of God's household the 
Church is the responsibility of those to whom it is specifically entrusted; 
in an ancient household the otVovd/xo? (steward) was a superior kind 
of slave who bore great responsibility for the day-to-day management 
of the household affairs, accounts, etc. Thus, St Paul speaks of himself 
and his fellow-workers as vmjperai, Xpiarov, Christ's assistants or ser- 
vants, and oi/covo/zot fjLvarrjpiajv &ov 9 stewards of the revelation of 
God in Christ (I Cor. 4. If.); and he speaks of the oiWo/zia of this 
revelation which has been entrusted to himself as a responsible steward 
of the divine household (I Cor. 9.17; Eph. 3.2f.; Col. 1.25). All the 
members of God's household have their own household tasks, whether 
they are oiKovopot, or oiWrat, the humbler household slaves (cf. Luke 
16.13; I Pet. 2.18). 

The conception of the Church as God's household or family logically 
involves the conception of the Fatherhood of God, not as the father 
of all men (cf. Acts 17.28f.), or even of certain very remarkable men, 
heroes, kings, etc. God is Father of Jesus Christ and he is 'our Father' 
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only because we are 'in Christ', because of our new relationship to 
God in Christ. 1 This truth is expressed in the Pauline conception of 
'adoption' (vio0c<rt'a, a word found five times in Paul and nowhere 
else in NT: Rom. 8.15, 23; 9.4; Gal. 4.5; Eph. 1.5). In the OT Israel 
becomes God's son (Ex. 4.22f. ; Hos. 11.1), and is not in the pagan sense 
'God's offspring' ; but the adoption-metaphor is not found in the OT, 
because adoption as a legal process was unknown amongst the Hebrews. 
In Roman law, however, adoption was effected on payment of money 
in the presence of witnesses, several of whom were required because, in 
an age when legal documents were not used as they are today, it was 
essential to have proof of the transaction; thus in Rom. 8.15f. it is 
said that we received the spirit of adoption, whereby we are legally 
entitled to address God as 'Abba', father, and the Holy Spirit is the 
witness-at-law of the validity of the transaction: 'the Spirit himself 
beareth witness with our spirit that we are children of God.' The 
mention of the Spirit in this way suggests that Paul thought of baptism 
as the ceremony of adoption. In the ancfent king-making festivals of 
the Semites God had declared the king to be his son; since the legal 
institution of adoption was unknown, the ceremony was not thought 
of as an adoption but as a re-begetting; e.g. Ps. 2.7, 'Yahweh said 
unto me, Thou art my son; this day have I begotten thee.' The omission 
of the second half of this divine declaration by the Voice from Heaven 
at the baptism of our Lord (Mark 1.11 and pars.) 2 indicates that 
Christ's sonship is different from ours: he is a Son by right, whereas 
we are sons by grace. He is the unique Son (cf. Mark 1.11, 'beloved 
Son'), and we are sons only as we are found in him. The adoption- 
metaphor thus teaches profound truth concerning the nature of our 
sonship. We are sons because Christ is Son; God is Father, not because 
of his adopted sons, for then he would be Father only in a secondary 
sense; he is Father because he is 'the God and Father of our Lord 
Jesus Christ' (Rom. 15.6; II Cor. 1.3; Eph. 1.3; I Pet. 1.3). Thus, God 
is really and essentially Father, and his character of Father is not 
dependent upon our sonship, but on Christ's; therefore he is the arche- 
typal Father, the source of Fatherhood, the Father from whom all 
Trarpta ('fatherhood', 'ancestry', 'family', 'house' cf. Luke 2.4, ' 
OLKOV Kol Trarpias Aavei&) in heaven and earth is named (Eph. 3.15). 
Thus, in virtue of our being iv Xpurrw God is really and essentially our 
Father; but we must never for one moment forget that we have no 
claim upon God such as have the children of the human fathers who 
brought them into the world. There is no moral or legal obligation 
upon anyone to adopt children who are not his own; yet this is the true 
1 Cf. supra, 149. 2 See supra, 179. 
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analogy of what God has done for us. Through his free grace and love 
he has adopted us into his household at our baptism into Christ, not 
as slaves but as sons: 'children of God', 'heirs of God', 'joint-heirs with 
Christ' (Rom. 8.17). Thou art no longer a SoOAo? but a son; and if a 
son, then an heir through God' (Gal. 4.7; cf. 3.29). 



12 



THE ISRAEL OF GOD 



THE expression 'new Israel' does not occur in the NT, but the 
idea of the Christian community as having now become 'the 
Israel of God' (Gal. 5.16; cf. 3.7, 9, 29) is expressed in many 
ways. The Church of Jesus Christ inherits the privileges and respon- 
sibilities which had formerly belonged to Israel. The true heir of God's 
vineyard, Israel, is Jesus, God's beloved Son (Mark 12.6f.), and the 
Wicked Husbandmen had not achieved their purpose of appropriating 
the vineyard: the Lord of the vineyard had given it to others (Mark 
12.9). These 'others' now included Gentile Christians, who, being made 
children of God, were now also 'joint-heirs' (o-uv/cA^povd/xot) with Christ 
(Rom. 8.17; Gal. 3 29; 4.7; Titus 3.7; and esp. Eph. 3.6, The Gentiles 
are fellow-heirs and fellow-members of the body and fellow-partakers 
of the promise in Jesus Christ'). Israel was formerly the sole possessor 
of 'the adoption' (as God's son); but 'they are not all Israel which 
are of Israel', and there were other children of the promise to Abraham 
(Rom. 9.4, 6, 8). The tragedy of God's rejection of Israel /card aap/ca, 
or of Israel's rejection of God's Messiah, is a matter over which the NT 
evinces the deepest concern; it is one which the Lord himself had 
deeply pondered (Mark 11.20-25) and with which St Paul had earnestly 
wrestled (Rom. 9-11). Jesus affirmed that the 'mountain' of Jewish 
unbelief would eventually be cast into the sea (Mark 11.23); and St 
Paul concluded that the hardening of Israel's heart was part of the 
mystery of the divine election, according to which, by ways at present 
inscrutable to us, God's purpose of 'mercy to all' should be finally 
realized: the fulness of the Gentiles should come in, and all Israel 
should be saved (Rom. 11.25-32). 

THE INHERITANCE 

In the OT Israel is frequently spoken of as Yahweh's K\ijpos: 1 

1 The word KX-fjpos can mean one's 'portion* or inheritance* (e g Acts 26.18, the 
inheritance of the Gentiles amongst those sanctified in Christ; Col. 1 12, 'partakers 
of the KJcrjpos of the saints in light'), but originally it meant a 'lot' (e.g the tcMjpos 
which the soldiers cast for the garments of Jesus, Mark 15.24, Matt. 27.35; Luke 
23 34; John 19.24; cf Ps. 22 18; or the K\ijpos which fell on Matthias, Acts 1.26). 
In Acts 1.17 St Peter says that 'Judas was numbered among us and received his 
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' Yahweh hath taken you and brought you forth out of the iron furnace, 
out of Egypt, to be unto him a people of inheritance . . .' (Deut. 4.20); 
'they are thy Aao? and thy K\fjpo$, which thou broughtest out by thy 
power and by thy stretched out arm' (Deut. 9.29; cf. I Kings 8.51, etc.). 
God's gift of the land of Canaan to Abraham and his seed (Gen. 17.8) 
is often described in LXX as Israel's /cA^povo/Lua or inheritance (e.g. 
Ps. 105 (104).ll; cf. Ps. 78 (77).55); and similarly Israel herself is 
described as Yahweh's KX-qpovopia (Ex. 15.17; Ps. 74 (73).2; Isa. 63.17; 
Jer. 10.16). In view of such language the description by Jesus in Mark 
12.7 of Israel as the /cA^povo/zia to which he is himself d K\rjpov6^os 
(heir) is highly significant. 

In the NT, generally speaking, the icA^povo/xta which Christians shall 
inherit, since they are now made sons of God and therefore avvK\^po- 
v6p.oL with Christ, is the Reign of God or (what comes to the same 
thing) the life of the Age lo Come (Matt. 19.29, 25.34; Mark 10.17; 
I Cor. 6.9f.; 15.50; Gal. 5.21; Eph. 5.5; James 2.5; cf. I Pet. 3.9; 
Rev. 21.7). Thus, the Christian's inheritance is strictly eschatological. 
It is an inheritance with the saints in light (i.e. the light of the Age to 
Come) (Col. 1.12; cf. Acts 26.18; Wisd. 5.5). As with other eschato- 
logical realities, our inheritance is something of which we have even 
now the earnest, since the Holy Spirit which we now possess is the 

appafiwv Trj$ K\r]povo^ias r)na>v (Eph. 1.14). Thus, while We even now 

possess the a^apx?} rov Tr^eu/zaro?, there is a sense in which it can be 
said that we are still waiting for the adoption, i.e. the day of redemption 
(Rom. 8.23). While we must wait until then to enter into the full posses- 
sion of our inheritance, there is nevertheless a sense in which we possess 
it even now, a sense m which the Israel of old had never enjoyed it. 
For Israel, though the heir, was still a child, not yet come of age, and 
therefore of the same legal status as the household slaves; indeed, 
Israel was m slavery to the Torah, just as the Gentiles were enslaved 
to the elemental world-powers. The human race attained its majority, 
so to speak, when in the fulness of time God sent forth his Son and we 
received the adoption of sons, becoming the heirs of God's promises 
(Gal. 4.1-7). The very word 'heir' expresses m itself the heart of the 
paradox of the NT eschatology, for an heir is one who already is m 
possession of something, but who does not yet possess it in its fulness. 

icXfjpos in this Sta/coi'iV, and in Acts 8 21 he tells Simon Magus that he has 'neither 
part 0*epi's) nor K\rjpos m this Adyos' (RV 'matter') In I Pet. 5.3 the presbyters are 
exhorted not to lord it over their K\fjpoi, i.e. their pastoral charges, the pastoral 
spheres allotted to them individually within the whole /cA^poi/o/xta of Christ in his 
Church. From this latter usage the words, clencus, clergy, etc., are derived, though 
not found in this sense before Tertulhan (see E. G. Selwyn, The First Epistle of Peter, 
ad he.). 
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THE PEOPLE OF GOD 

The NT re-interpretation of the OT theology is nowhere more 
strikingly displayed than in its claim that the mixed Christian com- 
munity of Jews and Gentiles is become the new 'people of God'. In the 
LXX Aaos, people, is used over 1,500 times in the sense of an ethnic 
group of the same stock and language, particularly Israel herself; and 
the expression Aao? Ocov becomes a technical term for Israel as the 
chosen people of God (cf. Heb. 11.25). In the NT this use is taken over 
as a title for the Christian community, though the word Aad? is often 
employed quite untechnically (e.g. Luke 1.21 ; 3.15; 7.1, 29, etc.) in the 
sense of the population in general or the assembled company. 1 

A dominant theme of the OT is God's purpose for Israel vis-d-vis 
the other nations. In Gen. 1-12 there is carefully traced the process by 
which the nations come into being and the manner in which God's 
purpose is narrowed down through the true line of Seth and Noah to 
the election and call of Abraham. The prophetic interpretation of 
history is already in evidence, for it is taught that God chose Abraham 
in order that all the families of the earth (LXX, TrSacu at <f>vXal rfjs yrjs) 
may be blessed (Gen. 12.3). El Shaddai bade Abraham to 'walk before 
him and be perfect' (Gen. 17.1) in order that his universal purpose 
should be fulfilled. But even within the covenant-group of Abraham's 
descendants through Isaac the process of the divine election choice, 
selection continues. Jacob (^Israel) and not Esau (=Edom) is 
chosen ; and, though typically strong language is used ('I loved Jacob, 
but Esau I hated', Mai. 1.2f.; Rom. 9.13), it must be borne in mind 
that the whole purpose of election in the biblical-prophetic view is the 
ultimate salvation of all the nations of mankind, including those whose 
'rejection' is dramatized by the use of the anthropomorphism 'hated'. 

The OT history relates how God succoured his people in order that 
they might be the instrument of his universal purposes. At the lowest 
ebb of their fortunes, degraded to the indignity of a slave-caste in 
Egypt, Jacob's descendants are 'redeemed' by Yahweh, who 'with a 
strong arm' delivers them from Pharaoh at the Red Sea. This deliver- 
ance is the supreme manifestation alike of Yahweh's power and of his 
favour (grace). It is emphasized that God did not choose the enslaved 
Israelites because of their own qualities and virtues (Deut. 9.4f. ; cf. 7.7). 
God's act of redemption was for 'his name's sake' ; the reason for his 
choice and deliverance of Israel is to be found in God alone. This is 
the mystery of election, the miracle of grace. God loved Israel (Deut. 

1 In NT typos is found only in Acts 12.22; 17.5; 19.30, 33, always in the sense of 
'the electorate' of the Greek city-state as it still survived in Roman times. The LXX 
usage of Aaos appears clearly in Rev. 5.9; 7.9; 10.11; 11.9, etc., in such a list as 

a, <f ATJ, Aaoy, tQ 
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10.15; 23.5; Hos. 11.1), and the ground of his love lies solely in his 
own good pleasure, not in the lovableness of those whom he loved: 
throughout the Bible God's love is dya-n^, not Zpws. 1 After the deliver- 
ance at the Red Sea, God, mindful of his covenant with Abraham 
(Ex. 2.24), makes a covenant with Israel through Moses at Sinai, his 
purpose (in the view of the prophets of Israel) being still that of the 
salvation of 'all the earth'. In other words, Israel is elected not to 
privilege but to service, to further God's purpose for the nations. 
This is made quite explicit in Ex. 19.4-6, a passage which embodies 
the prophetic understanding of the nature of God's covenant with 
Israel and which is crucial for the whole biblical doctrine of the Church : 
*Ye have seen what I did unto the Egyptians, and how I bare you on 
eagles' wings and brought you unto myself. Now, therefore, if ye will 
obey my voice indeed, and keep my covenant, then ye shall be a peculiar 
treasure unto me from among all peoples (LXX, eaeafle pot Xaos 
irepiovaios d TTCLVTWV TO>I> cdv&v): for all the earth is mine: and ye shall 
be unto me a kingdom of priests, and a holy nation' (LXX, vpcls 8c 
eowflc p.oi j3a<ttAeioi> tcpciTcu/ia /cat ZOvos aytov). Here we find the classical 
statement of the prophetic teaching concerning the purpose of God's 
call of Israel and of his covenant with her. God has elected Israel, not 
because he has no interest in the rest of the nations, but because he has 
a concern for 'all the earth'. Israel is therefore appointed to be 'a king- 
dom of priests', i.e. a kingdom of those set apart to represent God to 
the world and the needs of the world to God; Israel is to be a dedicated 
nation, the light of the Gentiles (cf. Isa. 42.6, 'for a covenant of the 
Aao?, for a light of the Gentiles'). As the Levites were set apart as a 
priesthood within Israel, so Israel as a nation is set apart as a priesthood 



1 It is sometimes said that the NT writers had to invent a new word, dycMrij, for 
a new quality of life which came into the world with Christ. It is true that the noun 
hardly occurs in p re- biblical Gk. lit., but this does not mean much. The important 
point is that the LXX translators had adopted the colourless verb aya-nav to translate 
the Heb. for *love* (root 'ahebh), a very frequent OT conception found in many 
forms. There were obvious objections to the use ofepdv and even to ^lAetv, since these 
words had been spoilt by Greek mythology and pagan 'erotic' religion. The verb 
aya-nav is frequent in OT- God loves Israel (Deut. 10.15; Hos. 11.1, etc.) and it is the 
Israelite's duty to love God (Deut. 64f., the Shema'; 11.1, etc.) and his neighbour 
(Lev. 19.18), including even *the stranger* (Deut. 10.19). The noun ayowij (or 
dyamjais, a form not found in the NT) occurs some 30 times in LXX. The 
difference between the OT and the NT teaching about a-yatrrj is that whereas the 
former develops an attempt to organize dya^ into codes of law, and so loses 
spontaneity, the latter regards ayd-ny as an eschatological reality, a quality of life 
in the Age to Come, but one which is nevertheless even now 'shed abroad in our 
hearts through the Holy Spirit* (Rom. 5.5). But in OT and NT alike dyaTn? differs 
from fpa>s m that the latter is brought into action by the attractiveness of the object 
loved, whereas dyd^ loves even the unlovable, the repellent and those who have 
nothing to offer in return. It is thus a word which exactly describes God's attitude of 
free and utter grace m his dealings with Israel, old and new. The words tpav and 
pos do not occur in NT. 
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to the world. 1 We are reminded of the vision of Zech. 8.23, which looks 
forward to the day when this covenant-promise shall be realized: 
Thus saith the LORD of hosts, In those days it shall come to pass, that 
ten men shall take hold, out of all the languages of the nations, shall 
even take hold of the skirt of him that is a Jew, saying, We will go with 
you, for we have heard that God is with you.' The biblical doctrine of 
'the priesthood of the laity' (Xaos) is written into the covenant of Sinai, 
to which the people of Israel had bound themselves and which Moses 
had ratified in sacrificial blood (Ex. 24 3, 8) 

It is unnecessary to enlarge upon the lament of the prophets of 
Israel over the melancholy fact that Israel had broken the covenant 
of Sinai (cf. Jer. 31.32, 'which my covenant they brake') and had 
failed to be the light of the Gentiles (cf. Jonah 4.1-11). As Jeremiah 
perceived, the old covenant was a dead letter by reason of Israel's 
disobedience; and nothing less than a new covenant, by which God 
gave the righteousness that he demanded, could avail; he prophesied 
that God would in fact make such a covenant by which a new people 

of God Would be created: Kal CCTOJLMU avrols eis 1 @ov, /ecu avrol caovrai 

/ioi el? Xa6v (LXX, Jer. 38.33) The NT claims that by the making of 
this new covenant through the pouring out of the blood of Jesus Christ 
the new Xao$ &cov has in fact been created. 2 The long expected Shep- 
herd of 'my people Israel' has come forth from Bethlehem of Judaea 
(Matt. 2.6; Micah 5.2). 'Blessed be the Lord, the God of Israel, for he 
has visited and wrought redemption for his Aad?' (Luke 1.68; cf. 7.16). 
Through the preaching of the name of Christ, 'God did visit the Gentiles 
to take out of them a people for his name' (Acts 15.14; cf. also Acts 
18.10; Heb. 4.9; Rev. 184). St Paul, reflecting deeply upon the election 
of the Gentiles to salvation, recalls the prophecy of Hosea, which he 
now perceives to have been fulfilled: '. . . even us, whom he also called, 
not from the Jews only, but also from the Gentiles, as he saith also in 
Hosea, I will call that my people which was not my people, and her 
beloved which was not beloved. And it shall be, that in the place 
where it was said unto them, Ye are not my people, there shall they be 
called the sons of the living God' (Rom 9.24-26; Hos. 2.23; cf. I Pet. 
2.10; Hos. 1.10). In accordance with the prophecy of Hosea God had 
raised up a new Israel and made with her a new covenant, because the 
old Israel had failed to keep the promise, solemnly made, to be obedient 
to all that Yahweh had commanded (Ex. 24.3). Now therefore God had 
acted through 'our Saviour Jesus Christ, who gave himself for us, that 
he might redeem us from all iniquity, and purify unto himself a people 

1 See G. A. Danell, The Root of the Vine (ed. A. Fridnchsen), 28. 

2 For the idea of 'the covenant of the Adds' (Isa. 42.6, 49.8) see supra, 231. 
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for his own possession' (Aao<r 77e/>iou<no?, Titus 2.14; cf. Ex. 19 5, LXX). 
The most striking affirmation in the NT that the Christian community 
is now the true Aa6? @eov is to be found in I Pet. 2.9f., where the 
author somewhat freely quotes Ex. 19.4-6 and applies what was there 
said of Israel to the Christian Church: 'Ye are an elect race (yevos 
a royal priesthood (fiamXctov Updrcv^a), a holy nation 
ayioi/), a people of possession (Aao? els TTcpiiTOLTjviv instead of 
Aao? TTcpiovvios in Ex. 19 5), that ye may shew forth the excellencies 
of him who called you out of darkness into his marvellous light; which 
in time past were no Aad? (cf. Hos. 2 23), but now are Aa6? eo.' The 
passage affirms that the Christian community is commissioned and 
enabled to perform the task of being the light of the nations, which the 
old Israel had failed to become. Likewise the Church of Jesus Christ 
was in fact a royal priesthood (cf. Rev. 1.6; 5.10; 20.6), a consecrated 
nation, representing God to all the nations of the world and the needs 
of all the world to God. The missionary implication of God's call to 
Israel was now being realized through the witness of the Church to the 
dpTaL ('moral excellences' in pagan ethics: here perhaps 'acts of 
power'; cf. II Pet. 1.3) of the God who had called his new people out 
of heathen darkness into the light of his wonderful self-revelation. 

THE ELECT OF GOD 

In the OT the idea of election is met with in two connections, that of 
Israel and that of Yahweh's Anointed. Election in the Bible is a social 
conception, since it is comparatively rarely that we meet with the idea 
of the election of an individual, such as a prophet, for a special task 
(e.g. Jer. 1 4f.; contrast Isa 44.2, 24; 49.1; Pss 22.9f.; 71.6). In the 
NT St Paul after his conversion came to think of himself as having 
been separated from his mother's womb and called through God's 
grace to evangelize the Gentiles (Gal. 1.15f). The primary biblical 
doctrine of election, however, is that of the election of Israel and of 
Israel's Messiah-King. These two conceptions flow into one another, 
because Israel as a whole is involved in the persona of the King or of 
the Messiah. The OT standpoint is carried over into the NT and deter- 
mines the meaning of the concept of election in the NT. 

As pointed out in the last section, the Torah itself embodies the 
prophetic conception of Israel's election for the service of God's univer- 
sal purpose. 'Thou art an holy people unto Yahweh thy God: Yahweh 
thy God hath chosen thee to be a peculiar people (Aaos 



1 The word 'peculiar' in EVV of this great passage is most unfortunate in view of 
its changed meaning, 'personal' might be better The word ircpiovat.os of LXX means 
'of one's own special or personal possession' ; it occurs in NT only at Titus 2 14, which 
is based on OT passages where the phrase occurs, e.g. Ex, 19.5 , Deut. 7.6; 14 2, etc. 
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unto himself out of all peoples. . . . Yahweh did not set his love upon 
you nor choose you because ye were more in number than any people, 
for ye were the fewest of all peoples: but because Yahweh loveth 
(ciyaTrav, LXX) you . . .' (Deut. 7.6-8; cf. Ps. 135.4; Isa. 41. 8f. and a 
great number of other passages). In the prophetic conception Israel is 
not elected for privilege, i.e. to be served by other nations, but in order 
to serve them (cf. Mark 10.45); she was redeemed from Egypt and 
made Aao? dyio? Kvpu? (Deut. 7.6) in order that she might serve God 
(7.11) and his purpose for the nations (e.g. Isa. 45 4-6). We may note 
that two modern objections to the idea of election at once disappear. 
First, the election of Israel does not involve the rejection of any other 
nation; Israel is chosen for the sake of the world's salvation. We might 
ask (though the Bible does not) how God could have shown his charac- 
ter and purpose otherwise than by taking a weak and uncouth nation 
and demonstrating his grace and power through it. A second objection 
falls to the ground when it is recognized that election in the OT is to the 
service of God in this world and has nothing at all to do with salvation 
in the world to come. God's choice of Israel and 'hatred' (i.e. non- 
choice) of Edom has nothing whatever to do with the exclusion of the 
Edomites from the blessedness of the Age to Come. 

This prophetic conception of election had, however, been completely 
obscured in the rabbinic Judaism of our Lord's day. Israel, it was held, 
was holy and would therefore always enjoy the favour of God (e.g. 
Pss. Sol. 9.17f.; 14.3), whereas sinners (i.e. Gentiles) were to be 
destroyed from before his face (12.7f.). So far were the rabbis from 
holding that Israel existed for the service of the nations that they now 
taught that the world was created for the sake of Israel (II (4) Esd. 6.55 ; 
7.11; 9.13), and the question of the salvation of the Gentiles did not 
arise: 'O Lord, ... for our sakes thou madest this world. As for the 
other nations, which also come of Adam, thou hast said that they are 
nothing, and are like unto spittle . . . And now, O Lord, behold, these 
nations, which are reputed as nothing, be lords over us and devour us. 
If the world be made for our sakes, why do we not possess for an 
inheritance our world 1 how long shall this endure T (II (4) Esd. 6.55-59). 
The Jews of our Lord's day believed that their covenant with God 
implied that they and they alone were the centre and object of all 
God's activity in creation and redemption and that they had no re- 
sponsibility for the 'sinners of the Gentiles'. 

Against this religion of pride and merit, the teaching of Jesus and his 
disciples, notably St Paul, represents a vigorous 'protestant' reforma- 
tion, a reformation based upon a return to the sola gratia of Israel's 
prophets and to their parallel doctrine of election for service, Indeed, 
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the NT as a whole affirms the continued operation of the principle of 
election as embodied in the biblical history since the days of Jacob, 
Abraham, Noah and Seth; for now the most astounding instance of 
that principle's working has recently occurred. God has rejected the 
elect, Israel herself, and chosen a new covenant-people out of all the 
nations of the earth. St Paul in Rom. 9-1 1 seeks to explain this astonish- 
ing paradox: God has not reversed the principle which has all along 
operated in biblical history; indeed, he has given a signal demonstration 
of it in the coming of Christ and his Church. In times past God has 
chosen between the different descendants of Abraham. He chose the 
Israelites and rejected the Edomites, Ishmaelites, etc.; so now he rejects 
Israel Kara adpKd and chooses those other spiritual descendants of 
Abraham, who is the father of many nations (Gen. 17.5; Rom. 4.17f. ; 
9.6-13), for these other descendants 'walk in the steps of that faith of 
our father Abraham which he had in uncircumcision' (Rom. 4.12). 
This operation of the principle of election (or, to use Paul's own phrase, 
17 KCLT* K\oyr)v TrpoSems, 'the purpose of God according to election', 
Rom. 9.11) is the very heart of the mystery that has been hidden from 
the foundation of the world but has now been revealed (Rom. 16.26; 
Eph. 3.1-12), viz. that the Gentiles are now being included in God's 
saving purpose, while the rejection of Israel is only for a season (Rom. 
1 1 .25-32). It is God who 'hardens' the heart, whether of Pharaoh, or of 
Israel, or of Gentile nations (Rom. 9.14-18), but he 'shuts up all unto 
disobedience' only in order that he might have mercy upon all (Rom. 
11.32). 

The clue to Rom. 9-11 and to what is sometimes (not very happily) 
called St Paul's philosophy of history is to be found in the phrase 
f) /car* cKXoyrjv TrpoBcais TOV Qcov (Rom. 9.1 1). It means 'God's purpose 
in history which operates by means of the principle of selection'. 1 
In the later Paulines and in the Pastorals the word TrpoOcms has become 
a technical term for the purpose that had existed in the mind of God 
since before the creation of the world, though the word is used occasion- 
ally in a non-technical sense in other parts of the NT (e.g. Acts 11.23; 
27.13; the phrase aproi rrjs Trpofleaecos- is a technical term for the 'shew- 
bread', Mark 2.26 and pars. ; Heb. 9.2). The idea of divine purpose in 
this sense is expressed by povXrj in the Lucan writings (Luke 7.30; Acts 
2.23; 4.28; 13.36; 20.27; cf. also Eph. 1.11; Heb. 6.17); the word means 
the foreordained counsel and purpose of God through the ages. So far 

1 The word eVAoyrj appears late in Jewish lit., its earliest use being in the Psalms of 
Solomon (e g. 18.6). In NT it is found at Acts 915, Rom. 9 11 ; 1 1.5, 7, 28, 1 Thess. 
1.4; II Pet. 1.10 It means 'election' in the sense of the 'principle of selection* and is 
thus a new word for a well-known OT idea. It can also be used as an abstract noun 
standing for a concrete one, &ACKTO/, 'the chosen', as at Rom. 1 1.7. 
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as is known, no one before St Paul had used npoOcms in this deep sense. 
The Christians are 'called according to God's irpofevii (Rom. 8.28), 
which was the operative principle of selection in the history of salvation 
(Rom. 9.11), and so they are now 'in Christ', in whom they have been 
made a K\rjpo$ or inheritance for God, 'having been foreordained 

according tO the purpose (npoopiadevrcs Kara irpoBeaiv) of him Who 

worketh all things after the povXrj of his will (flc'A^a)' (Eph. 1.1 1 ; cf. 
the verb Tr/xm'flejzai, uniquely in this sense in Eph. 1.9: /card TT^V 

evooKiav CLVTOV, fjv TrpoeOero V aurai; cf. Rom. 3.25). In Eph. 3.11 WC 

read of God's 'purpose of the ages' (rrpodcms rwv alwvwv) in Christ 
Jesus. In II Tim. 1.9 we read that God 'saved us and called us with a 
holy calling, not according to our works, but according to his own 
TTpoOcois and grace, which was given us in Christ Jesus before times 
everlasting' (rrpo \p6vwv alcwiwv). 

The conception of God's calling (/cA^ai?) and of Christians as 
'called' is largely Pauline, but not quite exclusively so (see Matt. 22 14; 
Heb. 3.1 ; Jude 1 ; II Pet. 1.10; Rev. 17.14). The idea is based, of course, 
on God's call to Israel (cf. Hos. 11.1; Ps. 95.7; Heb. 3.15f.): Christ- 
ians are called into a covenant-relation with God, as Israel of old had 
been called. The word K\Tjms in the NT always means our 'calling' in 
this sense never 'vocation' in the Reformation sense of one's calling 
in the world, even at 1 Cor. 7.20. l In this sense all Christians are 
K\t)Tol ('called'), a word which is thus in the NT virtually synonomous 
with eVAcKTot or aytot (Rom. 1.6f.; I Cor. 1.2; Rev. 17.14; cf. II Pet. 
1.10). St Paul seems to think of himself as having been specially or 
personally called to the status or office of an apostle (Rom. 1.1 ; I Cor. 
1.1); perhaps a tendency developed to think of all the apostles as 
having been 'chosen before by God' (Acts 10.41; cf. the choice of 
Matthias by lot, Acts 1.24: 'Shew of these two the one whom thou hast 
chosen'). But broadly speaking there is no emphasis at all in the NT 
upon the individual's call, and certainly no suggestion that he ought 
to hear voices or undergo emotional experiences. The fact is that 
K\fjat,s is a social conception: it is significant that except in the special 
case of Paul in Rom. 1.1 and I Cor. 1.1 the word icA^rd? is never found 
in the singular. Christians are corporately 'the called' and corporately 
'the elect', and they are these things, as we shall see, because they are 
one body in Christ, the Elect One. 

^A proper understanding of the NT doctrine of election in Christ 

will dispel the sombre and frightening mists of post-Reformation 

theories about predestination, double predestination, reprobation and 

the rest of the lingering errors of medievalism, from which the rise of 

1 See Alan Richardson, The Biblical Doctrine of Work , 36. 
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biblical science has happily set us free^ We must note that in Rom. 9-1 1 
St Paul is still'speaking about groups and nations, not about individuals. 
God is still Lord of the nations, and it is still entirely of God's will and 
grace that this nation or that is elected as the servant of his universal 
purpose: it is solely to achieve this purpose that 'he has mercy on 
whom he will and whom he will be hardeneth' (Rom. 9. 15- 18).' Election 
refers to God's purpose in this world! It is true that the elected ones, if 
they do not fall away, will be saved in the world to come, but that is 
not the primary meaning of election.'Tn the NT, as in the OT, election is 
a matter of service, not of privileged Nothing is said or implied by the 
phrase 17 /car' eVAoy^i/ TrpoBcais (Rom. 9.11) about election to life in 
the Age to Come, and Calvin's gloss dum alios ad salutem praedestinat, 
alios adaeternam damnationem is nowhere implied in the text. r Further- 
more, nothing is implied about the rejection of any individuals what- 
soevei*. Even if corporately or as a nation 'the Jews' ar rejected by the 
principle of eVAoy-q, this does not imply that individual Jews are not 
being numbered by thousands amongst the /cA^rot, ayioi, eVcAejcrot or 



(7cud/xevoi (I Cor. 1 24, rols /cA^Tots 1 , '/ouSatot? T Kai ".EAAiyai). The 

NT does not teach that any human beings whatsoever have been created 
for reprobation, or that they are now irredeemably predestined to 
damnation. 1 Indeed, it was against precisely such a view the rabbinic 
notion of the rejection of the 'other nations' that the Christian move- 
ment was a protest. 

In the NT it is Jesus Christ who is the predestined one, the Elect of 
God (cf. the Lucan form of the utterance at the Transfiguration, 
ovros ecmv 6 vios JJLOV 6 e/cAeAcy/ieVos, Luke 9.35; and cf. 23.35; I Pet. 
2.4, Trapa & Sew eVAeicrdv; 2.6, citing Isa. 28.16; and John 1.34, WH 
text, ovros eanv 6 cVAe/crd? rov Scov, which is, if not original, at least 
of great antiquity: cf. Isa. 42.1, Vcrpa^A d cVAe/crd? p.ov). The early 
Church believed that everything that had occurred in the story of the 
life, death and resurrection of Christ had happened according to 'the 
determinate counsel and foreknowledge of God' (Acts 2.23; cf. Luke 
22.22; Acts 3.18; 13.27). Herod and Pilate, Gentiles and Jews, had done 
precisely that which God.'s counsel (povXrf) had foreordained to come 
to pass (Acts 4.27f.). The Fourth Evangelist, indeed, goes so far as to 
make Jesus himself fully cognizant of this whole pre-determined 
POV\T) Scov and thus able to foresee the course of the Passion in advance 
(John 12.32f.; 13.19,27f.; 18. 32); but this tendency is already well devel- 
oped in the Synoptists. This insistence upon the pre-established plan 
of events is a characteristically biblical and Hebraic way of stressing 

1 So Sanday and Headlam, Romans (ICQ, 245, on Rom. 9.1 1, where an illuminat- 
ing note will be found. 
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the divine initiative in the whole Christ-event; though at first sight 
it might seem that the disaster which overwhelmed Christ was unfore- 
seen by God and entirely beyond his control, the glorious, saving truth 
of the Gospel was that God himself had actually planned what had 
happened : God sent his Son to die for man's salvation. Hence Christ 
is 6 wpwiMvos v-rro rov 6eou (Acts 10.42; 17.31 ; Rom. 1.4), and all who 
have to do with him in his Passion are drawn, as it were, into the 
fatal, pre-determined course of salvation-history Herod, Pilate, 
Judas, Gentiles, Jews. But this does not mean that Herod and Pilate 
and Judas were mere puppets in the hand of God, with no personal 
choice or responsibility in the drama; the NT does not teach that 
anyone is pre-determined to commit a crime, chosen to be a murderer 
or a traitor. It means that, since human nature is what it is, it was 
inevitable that the Son of God, having taken flesh, should suffer at the 
hands of wicked men, and therefore that, if God willed the incarnation 
of his Son, he must also have willed his death: this is what the 
<*>pt,ap,vrj jSovA^ Kai Trpoyvwais rov 0ov (Acts 2.23) means in relation 
to the Passion story. It is a characteristically Hebraic way of stating 
this truth to assert that God foreordained all the details of the drama 
in advance, like a playwright working out the fate of his dramatis 
personae. 

/P The NT writers never raise questions about the compatibility of 
divine foreknowledge with human free will! Such problems are there- 
fore not within the scope of our discussion, but we may perhaps assert 
the necessity of maintaining the reality both of divine foreknowledge 
and of human freedom. Jesus must have known well enough, as the 
Gospels assert that he did, that Judas was going to betray him: does 
this mean that Judas was predestined to the betrayal and had no choice 
in the matter? Of course not; the fact that my friend, who knows me 
well, can predict what I am likely to do in a given situation does not in 
the least mean that I am not free or am not fully responsible for my 
action. It was inevitable, in the circumstances of Christ's incarnate life, 
that he should have been rejected, betrayed, set at nought and put to 
death: it was not inevitable that any particular individual Caiaphas, 
Judas, Herod, Pilate should have been the instrument of the inevit- 
able. Each participant in the action did what he did consciously and 
deliberately, knowing that he could have done otherwise. 'Pilate 
answered and said, What I have written I have written' (John 19.22). 
'All the people answered and said, His blood be on us and on our 
children' (Matt. 27.25). Then Judas . . . repented . . . saying, I have 
sinned in that I have betrayed innocent blood' (Matt. 27.3f.). The 
mystery of determinism and freedom in human life is indeed beyond 
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our comprehension, but we must acknowledge it as a fact. Statisticians 
can compute with astonishing accuracy how many people will commit 
suicide in London or New York next year: it would seem to be myster- 
iously predetermined that these unhappy events shall happen. But no 
one can predict which individuals will kill themselves; the categories of 
predestination, foreknowledge, and so on, are valid, as we have sug- 
gested, for the behaviour of groups, but do not apply to this or that 
individual person. Caiaphas, Judas, Herod and Pilate were in their 
actions free and uncoerced; and yet, such is the mystery of our corporate 
involvement in human relationships in their totality, each became a 
representative man, acting on behalf of fallen humanity at large. I 
cannot boast my moral superiority to them, because I know that 'in 
Adam* they were my representatives, they were myself rejecting, betray- 
ing and condemning the Christ. And yet, in the overruling providence 
of God's almighty love, their very rejection, betrayal and condemnation 
of Christ became the means of the salvation of 'Adam', who was 
recreated in God's image in the person of the crucified Son of God. 
Caiaphas had declared it expedient that one man should die for the 
people, that the whole nation perish not (John 11.49f.). He did not 
know what he was saying, but those words in the mouth of the Jewish 
high priest bore an unintended prophetic truth: 'he prophesied,' says 
St John, 'that Jesus should die for the nation, and not for the nation 
only, but that he might also gather together into one the children of 
God that are scattered abroad.' From that day forth they took counsel 
that they might put Jesus to death (John 11.51-53). The wpi^evrj 
BovXy KOI irpo-yvaxns rov Seov means this also, thaKman's sinfulness 
cannot frustrate God's plan of salvation, because even in exercising 
his freedom to choose evil man is still effecting the foredetermined 
purpose of GodMn this sense even the crimes of Pilate and the rest 
were committed for the accomplishing of whatever God's hand and 
povXy had foreordained should come to pass (Acts 4.28). 

Because Christ is the Elect of God, we who are 'in Christ' are there- 
fore K\KToL It is probable that this conception of the Messiah as 
Elect and of Christians as elect in him owes its origin to Jewish apocalyp- 
tic thought. From ancient times the king was regarded as having been 
'chosen' by God; indeed, the anointing of the king expresses God's 
choice (cf. I Sam. 16.1-13; I Kings 8.16; Ps. 89. 3, 19f., etc.). The Servant 
of Yahweh in Deutero-Isaiah is anointed with God's Spirit and is 
therefore 'the elect one' (Isa. 42.1, etc.). In apocalyptic circles the 
heavenly eschatological deliverer, the Anointed, was styled 'the Elect 
One' or 'My Elect One' (Enoch 39.6; 40.5; 45.3f.; 49.2, 4; 51.3, 5; 
52.6, 9; 55.4; 61.4f., 8, 10). Here, as in the OT generally, the elect one 
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is the one whom Yahweh favours and cherishes and whom he uses as 
the instrument of his purpose. He is the leader of all the rest of the 
elect, a great company in heaven, consisting of the patriarchs of old 
and of all faithful and righteous Jews of former generations, the right- 
eous and holy ones, existing already in the presence of the Lord of 
Spirits (i.e. God). The Messiah in the Similitudes of Enoch is the king 
of this community of the elect. Indeed, in a sense the Messiah, the 
Elect One, represented in his own person the whole company of heaven, 
though the extent to which he may be said to be identified with them as 
their own corporate personality is a question upon which differences of 
opinion are possible. 1 In such apocalyptic views the elect are regarded 
as divine, or at least superhuman beings; they are the 'holy ones' 
(Enoch 38.4; 39.4, etc.), a name which means divine or angelic beings 
in the OT (Deut. 33.2f. ; Ps. 89.6; Job 5.1 ; 15.15; Zech. 14.5; Dan. 8.13). 
It is from such patterns of apocalyptic thought that the NT sayings 
about the Messiah and his holy ones are drawn (Matt. 24.30f.; 25.31 ; 
Mark 8.38; John 1.51 ; I Thess. 3.13, where aylwv means 'holy ones' in 
the OT sense; 4.16; Jude 14). Three times in the Marcan Apocalypse 
Jesus refers to 'the elect' : the days of the tribulations (Messianic woes) 
are to be shortened for the sake of 'the elect, whom he chose' (Mark 
13.20): false Christs and prophets may deceive, if possible, the elect 
(13.22): the Son of Man shall 'send forth the angels and shall gather 
together his elect from the four winds, from the uttermost part of the 
earth to the uttermost part of heaven' (13.27). Jesus thinks of his 
apostles as sent out into all the world preaching the gospel of the 
Kingdom of God, issuing the invitation to the Messianic Supper, call- 
ing 'many' (i.e. all), preaching the gospel to 'all the nations' (13.10). 
''The number of the 'called' is great; in ideal, at least, it is all mankind^ 
but the response is only partial. He himself summed up the situation 

in the words noXXol yap clo-iv K\rjToi, oXiyoi Se cVAc/crot (Matt. 24.22). 

But God would vindicate his oppressed elect (Luke 18.7), and it was 
the purpose of God that the elect should be gathered to the Christ at 
the harvest which the angel-reapers were about to begii^(Mark 13.27). 
This is a metaphorical way of speaking of the missionary labours of the 
apostolic Church as it set out to preach the Gospel to all the nations. 2 

ELECTION AND GRACE 

The NT conception of 'the elect' is thus thoroughly eschatological 

1 See N. A. Dahl, Das yolk Gottes: erne Untersuchung zum Kirchcnbcwusstsem 
des Urchristentums, Oslo, 1941 ; S. Mowmckel, He that Cometh, esp. 381, n 2, where 
he criticizes Dahl's view. On the whole subject see Mowmckel, op. at., 36-8, 63-7. 
365f., 379-83. 

2 See supra, 26-9. 
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The Anointed One is 'the Elect': cf. Luke 23.35, o Xpiaros rov 6eov 6 
tK\KTos. Christ, as the Elect, is even now in the latter days gathering 
together his elect into his body the Church. If Christians are 'the elect', 
it is because they are 'in Christ', because they are baptized into the 
person of him who alone may with complete propriety be called the 
Elect of God. In him their salvation is assured, and nothing can be 
laid to the charge of God's elect (Rom. 8.33). The divine purpose from 
the foundation of the world was to re-create a new humanity in Christ. 
Thus, in Rom. 8.28-30 St Paul says that the whole Church corporately 
was in this sense 'foreknown' of God, who ordained beforehand that 
it should be conformed to the image of his Son: God's 'foreordaining' 
came first, that is, his determination of the plan to create a new human- 
ity who responded and were justified in Christ: those who are justified 
in Christ shall be 'glorified' in him at the parousia. If we read this 
passage as if it related to atomic individuals, we shall create difficulties 
which are wholly of our imagining; we will then have to ask why it was 
that God picked out some individuals, and not others, and 'predestined' 
them to salvation since the foundation of the world. Paul, of course, 
does not think of the Church as made up of a collection of individuals, 
but as a body: it is the body which is foreknown, foreordained, called, 
justified and is to be glorified. There is no suggestion here or elsewhere 
in the NT that some individuals are predestined to a mechanical 
salvation irrespectively of their own decision for Christ. It is stressed - 
that, though God calls us, we must respond. There are no elect auto- 
matons in the Kingdom of God. God works in us, but we have our 
'work' to do (Phil. 2.12f.). The mystery and paradox of grace is that 
grace does not do away with our free will or our responsibility for our 
own decisions; our will is never more truly free and never more com- 
pletely our will than when it is wholly surrendered to God (I Cor. 
15.10). 1 

The fact of election shews, on the one hand, the absolute sovereignty 
of God in the unconditional exercise of his freedom. Man has no 
'rights' as over against the Creator, any more than an earthenware 
vessel has the right to dictate to the potter the use to which it shall be 
put (Rom. 9.20f., alluding to a frequent scriptural analogy: Isa. 29.16; 
45.9; 64.8; Jer. 18.6; Wisd. 15.7; Ecclus. 33.13). The potter makes his 
vessels for his own purposes, one for this use, another for that: so 
God chooses Moses as an instrument of his mercy or raises up Pharaoh 
as an instrument by means of which his name might be made known in 
all the earth (Rom. 9.15-18). God uses Moses, but he also uses Pharaoh, 
for the accomplishment of his purposes; the biblical way of putting this 
1 Sec D. M. Baillie, God Was in Christ, 114-18. 
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is to say that God himself 'hardens' Pharaoh's heart (Rom. 9.18; cf. 
Ex. 4.21; 7.3; 9.12, etc.). In the same way God has 'raised up' the 
Chaldaeans (Hab. 1 .6) and other nations or their rulers (e.g. Zech. 11.16; 
Jer. 27.41: the word cgeycipeiv is virtually a technical expression: cf. 
Rom. 9.17; Ex. 9.16). God rules all history, so that even the deeds of 
the Assyrians ('the rod of mine anger', Isa. 10.5) or the Chaldaeans are 
themselves instrumental to his purpose. St Paul rejects the view that 
this means, since righteous Israel and wicked Assyria are both doing 
the will of God, that they are both on the same footing with God in 
respect of righteousness, and that God should therefore not find fault 
with either (Rom. 9.19-24). It means only that God's sovereign will is 
done, though unintentionally, even by wicked nations. God endures 
'vessels of wrath' (such as imperialistic Assyria or Pharaoh) because 
they are, in spite of themselves, instruments by which his larger pur- 
pose of mercy will be achieved (Rom. 9.22-24). Again we may note 
that in this passage (Rom. 9.14-24) 'election' is set forth in terms of 
nations or their representative rulers (like Pharaoh) considered as the 
agents of God's purpose in history; the passage is not saying anything 
at all about ultimate salvation in the world to come, and the phrase 
'vessels of wrath' does not refer to individuals predestined from the 
creation of the world to everlasting damnation; it means nations (or 
their rulers in their representative capacity) who are 'raised' up to 
execute God's righteous opyr\ in this present age. St Paul, of course, 
certainly holds that individual Christians who were once numbered 
among the cVAe/crot can fall from this state of grace. He knows that 
only by acr/c^cn? (cf. aoWaj, Acts 24.16), by spiritual discipline, can he 
himself keep his place in the race so that in the end he is not aSoVi/zo?, 
'reprobate' (I Cor. 9.23-27; cf. II Cor. 13.5-8; cf. Heb. 6.4-8; I John 
5.16). 1 There are indeed reprobates (II Tim. 3.8; Titus 1.16; cf. Jer. 
6.30), but there are none who have been 'elected' for reprobation. 
' The fact of election shews also, on the other hand, the utter sov- 
ereignty of God's grace. Election may be defined as the action of God's 
grace m history; cf. Rom. 11.5, /car* c/cAoy^v x<*P tT - All election is the 
result of the operation of God's grace, by which we are saved (Acts 
15.11 ; Eph. 2.5, 8; II Tim. 1.9; Titus 2.11; 3.7; cf. Rom. 3.24). Election 
is not the result of the divine opy/i (cf. 1 Thess. 5.9), but only of the 
divine XCI/H?, which works in history to accomplish God's ultimate 
purpose of salvation": God 'saved us, and called us with a holy calling, 
not according to our works, but according to his own purpose and 



1 The word aSo'/a^o? means 'rejected after testing*; cf. So*i^aa>, to test (e.g. 
I Cor. 3.13), to approve after testing (Rom. 1.28; 2.18; 14.22). The word reminds us 
that Christians, though justified, still await the last judgment; see infra, 341-4. 
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grace' (/car* IBiav npoBcmv /cat \a.piv) (II Tim. 1.9). Paul points to an 

actual, visible effect of the operation of the divine grace, working 
according to the principle of selection, in the existence of Jewish 
Christians in the Church now (cV ra> vvv Kcupw): they constitute a 
Aci/i/xa 1 or 'remnant', a token and pledge that Israel has not been 
finally rejected, but is still within the scope of God's ultimate saving 
purpose (Rom. 11.1-6). They correspond to the 7,000 in Israel who in 
Elijah's day had not bowed the knee to Baal (I Kings 19.18), and they 
were thus the pledge of Israel's future recovery and restoration to God's 
favour. Thus, in one of its principal NT meanings, x^P 1 ? is simply the 
power or activity of God at work in history for the salvation of man- 
kind; this saving grace in history operates by the method of the selec- 
tion of instruments (or, to use the Pauline word, 'vessels') by means of 
which whether by obedience ('vessels of mercy') or by disobedience 
('vessels of wrath') God's universal design is accomplished. The 
special significance of the word xa/u?, as thus used almost synonym- 
ously with 'the purpose of God according to election' (Rom. 9.11), is 
that it implies that God's choice of instruments has nothing to do with 
their merits, their cpya (II Tim. 1.9; Rom. 11.5f.; cf. Rom. 4.4), but 
rests solely in his unconditioned freedom. God's salvation itself is 
unearned, a free gift; so also is the privilege of serving God's purpose as 
an elected vessel of his design As St Augustine insists, Gratia nisi gratis 
sit gratia non est. 

THE GRACE OF GOD 

The word 'grace' (x<v>t?) in the Bible, though it can be used of 
human relationships (Esth. 2 17, LXX; Acts 2.47; 7.10), is used almost 
entirely of God (or in NT of Christ) It thus bears a quite different 
meaning from that which it usually carries in classical Greek, viz. the 
essentially human qualities of charm, sweetness and attractiveness 
(none the less human even when attributed to the gods; cf. the three 
Graces, at Xapires, of mythology, who confer all grace, even the favour 
of victory in the games). The OT speaks of God as gracious towards 
helpless humanity and often at the same time declares that he is merciful 
(e.g. Ex. 33.19; 34.6; II Chron. 30.9; Neh. 9.17; Pss 77.9; 86.15; 
103.8; Joel 2.13; Jonah 4.2: God is a gracious God, full of compassion, 
slow to anger, plenteous in mercy, and he will abundantly pardon). 
There is a verbal difference between the usage of the LXX and that of 
the NT, because while LXX generally uses TO eAco? (mercy) as the 
translation of hesedh, the NT uses \apis much more frequently to 

1 Only at Rom. 1 1.5 in NT; not used in OT in the technical sense of 'remnant' 

(TO Kara\ci<l>0cv t not in NT, but cf. Rom 11.4, KareAiTroy e>aura> ' 

dvbpas . . . ). 



282 The Israel of God 

express the same idea. Thus, hesedh or cAco? (loving-kindness, mercy) 
bears the meaning of 'grace' or 'unmerited favour'; it also represents 
the idea of God's loyalty to the covenant, and may indeed be translated 
as 'covenant-love*. In the LXX x-P l s is use d especially of men's finding 
favour in God's sight (e.g. Gen. 6.8; 18.3, etc.). There is a tendency in 
the later prophets to regard the realities represented by hesedh as 
eschatological gifts which will be plentifully outpoured in the last days; 
cf. Zech. 12.10, 'I will pour out upon the house of David and upon 
the inhabitants of Jerusalem the spirit of grace and mercy' (nv^v^a 
xapiros K<d olKTipfiov, LXX). In the NT cAeos- is not frequent; of its 27 
occurrences nine are found in OT allusions and seven in salutations; 
its place is taken by x<*pi?. The words x<*pi? and eAco? are associated 
in I Tim. 1.2; II Tim. 1.2 and II John 3. In the LXX eAeos- especially 
represents God's pitying regard for man as weak and helpless, while 
in the NT x&pis means primarily God's forgiving love towards man as 
sinful and gone astray. 

In the NT Christians are frequently bidden to emulate the divine 
mercy and compassion; Jesus said, 'Blessed are the merciful' (Matt. 
5.7), and 'Be ye merciful, even as your Father is merciful' (Luke 6.36); 
and twelve times in the Synoptics he is himself said to have been 
moved to mercy, or 'moved with compassion'. 1 Works of chanty 
(cAeij/uoouvT/), almsgiving and the like, forgiveness of injuries, mutual 
aid, and so on, are the proper response of the Christian to the grace and 
mercy which he himself has received but not earned (cf. Eph. 4.32; 
Col. 3.12f.; James 3.17; I Pet. 3.8, etc.). The gratitude elicited by a 
gracious act can itself be called x^pi? (Luke 6.32-34, troLa. vplv xap 1 ? 
AmV; Matt. 5.46 has fitaOov: cf. I Cor. 10.30), and the word xp^ can 
be used quite simply for an act done by a Christian that is pleasing to 
God, as in I Pet. 2.19f., where it is said that to suffer wrongfully for 
conscience' sake is x<*pis. This does not mean that we can earn x^P 1 * or 
favour with God, but that our works are pleasing to God because they 
are motivated by our thankfulness for what God has done for us. In this 
sense either x<*pi? or cvxapurria (gratitude, thanksgiving) may be used as 
meaning the motive of Christian service in gratitude for God's gift to us 
(cf. Heb. 12.28, 'Let us have x<*p^ whereby we may offer service well- 
pleasing to God'; II Cor. 4.15: the x^P^ of God causes evxa-purrla to 
abound to the glory of God ; II Cor. 9.11 f.). Thanksgiving to God for his 
inexpressible gift in Christ (II Cor. 9.15) is the mainspring of Christian 
conduct and the key-category of Christian ethics. The whole Christian 
life is response to the gift of God (Rom. 5.15-17; Eph. 2.8; 3.7; 4.7; 
I Pet. 4.10); it is response to the grace of our Lord Jesus Christ, by 
1 Cf. Alan Richardson, Miracle Stories of the Gospels, 29-34. 
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which he became poor, though he was rich (II Cor. 8.1-9). Christians 
give themselves in thanksgiving to God (II Cor. 8.5); they live in a state 
of grace, empowered by the grace of thanksgiving to perform their 
good works (cf. Acts 68; 13.43; Rom. 5.2; Col. 3.16f.; II Tim. 2.1; 
Heb. 13.9, etc.). The Spirit, who is the Spirit of grace (Heb. 10.29), 
gives to each Christian his peculiar grace-gift (xapur/za, a word found 
only in the Paulines and Pastorals, but cf. I Pet. 4.10) and so enables 
him to perform his allotted ministry within the Church (Rom. 12.6; 
I Cor. 12.4-11; Gal. 2.9; Eph. 4.7). It is sometimes said 1 that the 
later technical use (esp. of the Latin gratia) for the divine prompting 
and help which precedes and accompanies right action does not cor- 
respond exactly to the usage of the NT; but we are surely very near to 
such a conception in such passages not all Pauline as, e.g., Acts 1 1.23; 
1426; 2032; Rom 12.3; I Cor 15.10; II Cor. 1.12; 6.1; 9.14; 12.9; 
I Tim. 1.14; Heb 4.16; I Pet. 5.5, 10; II Pet. 3.18; Jude 4. 

There is sufficient evidence to shew that 'grace' was a word and 
conception in general use beyond the Pauline churches, but it is, of 
course, St Paul who most thoroughly develops the theme of grace. 
He is doubtless led to do this by the necessity of preserving the Gospel, 
which is for him 'the gospel of the grace of God' (Acts 20.24; Gal. 1.6), 
from being perverted by the Judaism of the rabbis Hence for St Paul 
the primary contrasts develop : on the one hand, grace and works, on 
the other hand, grace and law. He sees very clearly that the idea of 
gift, absolutely free and unearned, is essential to the innermost mean- 
ing of x^pis (Eph. 2 8f.), and that the merest hint of a salvation by 
works destroys that gospel of grace of which God had made him the 
appointed preacher to the Gentiles: his own case proves that God's 
election and grace are utterly undeserved (I Tim. 1.12-16, surely a 
Pauline 'fragment'). There can be no righteousness of one's own 
(Rom. 10.3; Phil. 3.9); it must be a free gift from God (Rom. 5.17f., 
etc.). Thus, for St Paul, grace and faith may be said to represent com- 
plementary processes in the whole act of salvation : grace is the objec- 
tive, saving activity of God in Jesus Christ through the Holy Spirit, 
while faith is the subjective aspect of the process in us; it is, however, 
not something that we do, but is itself a x^R^* Trvtvuaros (I Cor. 12.9). 
Christians are no longer under law but under grace, and therefore sin 
has no more dominion over them (Rom. 6.14-23; Gal. 2.21, etc.). 
It is probable that Pauline influence lies behind John 1.14-17, where the 
incarnate Word is said to be 'full of grace and truth' and is contrasted 
with the Torah: 'The law was given by Moses; grace and truth came by 
Jesus Christ' (1.17). Jesus Christ is the fulness (nXripw^a perhaps 
1 E.g. by Sanday and Headlam, Romans (ICC), 11. 
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"fulfilment of the law'; cf. Rom. 13.10, irX^pajfjia vopov 1} dyaTrrj) of 
grace (1.16); 'of his fulness we all received, and grace for grace'. The 
meaning of this phrase, \a.pw avrl xapiro?, is (according to C. K. 
Barrett 1 ) that Christian life is based at all points upon grace; as it 
proceeds, one grace is exchanged for another. These verses contain the 
only uses of \apis in the Johannine literature, apart from the saluta- 
tions in II John 3, Rev. 1.4 and 22.21, and apart from a doubtful 
reading in HI John 4, where x a P^ v Gy) should probably be read 
(with RV) for 



THE CHURCH OF GOD 

'Church' (cV/cA^ata) is one of those words (cf. 'atonement', 'forgive- 
ness', 'dispensation', 'providence') which have come to carry an 
inclusive meaning which in the NT they do not possess. 8 In the NT it is 
only one of a considerable number of expressions which are used to 
signify the new people of God; and there are several NT books in 
which it does not appear at all (viz. Mark, Luke, John, II Tim., Titus, 
I and II Pet., I and II John). In Ep. Heb. it occurs only twice; in 2.12, 
quoting Ps. 22.22, and in 12.23, where the reference is to 'the heavenly 
Jerusalem': 'the -iravfiyvpis ('festival assembly') and cV/cA^ata of the 
firstborn', i.e. the company of those who are even now enjoying the 
blessings promised to the faithful. This is the only NT passage in which 
the word c/c/cA^ata apparently refers to the church in heaven. 

In secular Greek cKKXrjaia had no religious associations whatever 
and was therefore suitable for use by the LXX translators to render the 
technical term qahal Yahweh, 'the congregation of the LORD'. They well 
knew that the congregation of God's people was unique and that it 
could not be represented by any word which was used for a Greek 
religious society or pagan cultus. So they used cWA^tria, which was a 
political term, meaning the 77^05- (electorate) of a Greek city state. 
Indeed, we find c/c/cATyaia used in this secular Greek sense in Acts 19.32, 

1 GSJ, 140. 

2 Many of the NT epistles begin with the salutation xa/H? vplv K al eipijvi; airo 
8cov narpos and end with the benediction 17 x*P l s ( roS Kvpiov 'Irjaov XpiaroO] fxO' 
vfuZv. 'Peace* is the old Hebrew greeting shalom. * Grace' ('may you enjoy God's favour 
or help') takes the place of the usual Greek salutation xcu/x, xai'/* T (from x ai V* l|; to 
rejoice; cf. Mark 15.18; Luke 1.28; Acts 15.23; II John 10). St Paul christianizes 
the Gk. salutation in Phil. 3.1 and 44 by adding V KvpLw. Joy (17 x a P) is next to 
ayaTTTjon St Paul's list of the fruit of the Spirit (Gal. 5.22) as one of theeschatological- 
Christian virtues (cf. I Pet. 1 8; Heb. 10.34; 12 2; I Thess. 1.6; Acts 13.52; Col. 1.11 ; 
Phil. 3.1; 4.4; etc.). 

8 The English word 'church' (cf. Kirche, kerk, kirk) is probably derived from 
jcuptatfos, 'pertaining to the /ft/no?', and may originally have meant 'the Lord's house* 
in the sense of the building. It is used in EVV to translate those Heb. words ("edhah, 
qahal) which LXX renders by cWAqat'a. It is not easy to explain why eVicAijaia was 
not translated into Latin (e.g. convocatio) but merely transliterated, ecclesia (cf. 
French eg Use, etc.). The Gk. cVicA^ata cannot mean a building. 
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39f. K. L. Schmidt says that the derivation of KK\rjaia is significant, 
since the assembled citizens (the Sfjpos;) are the c/c/cA^rot (called out), 
those who have been summoned by the Kr)pv (herald): 'this naturally 
suggests that in the Bible the reference is to God in Christ calling men 
out of the world.' 1 The Heb. qahal also has the same ultimate derivation 
of 'call out' (cf. Heb. qol y voice), but in itself (like cKKXyma) it has no 
religious connotation and simply means a 'gathering*. It receives its 
religious significance from its use in the sense of the qahal Yahweh, the 
congregation of the Lord, i.e. Israel as assembled before God. The 
LXX uses KK\Trj(jia to translate qahal some hundred times; RV con- 
sistently uses 'assembly'. The LXX also uses awaytoyr) to translate 
qahal in many places often in the Pentateuch (except Deuteronomy). 
The word avvaywyrf is not in itself a word of religious significance 
and can be used of any kind of gathering; e.g. Ps. 22.16 (LXX, 21.17), 
'assembly of evil-doers'; Ps. 68.30 (LXX, 67.31), 'multitude of the 
bulls'. 2 The other OT word for the nation of Israel in its religious 
aspect, beside qahal, is 'edhah, which comes from a root meaning 'to 
appoint', and thus means the properly constituted congregation of the 
Lord. In the LXX it is translated by away coy rj, and in the RV it is 
consistently rendered by 'congregation'. In general use qahal and 
'edhah, like tV/cA^aia and awaywyr), are synonyms. AV uses 'assembly' 
and 'congregation' for qahal and 'edhah entirely at random. 

K. L. Schmidt is doubtless right in suggesting that it was Greek- 
speaking Jewish Christians who, even before St Paul's time, first began 
to use KK\j]ola. They chose it because they wished to distinguish their 
communities from the Jewish awaywyat m every city; the latter were 
not called c/c/cA^cn'at in everyday speech ; yet it was a word which the 
Christians found in their (Greek) Bibles and it supplied exactly what 

1 TWNT, ET, The Church, 1950, 28f In point of fact the words cKKaXclv and 
cKKXyros (as distinct from eVAe*?, chosen out, elect) do not occur in NT, but the 
parallel could hardly have escaped notice K L Schmidt, however, advises caution 
m the matter (ibid , 57). Yet he remarks that the LXX translators were probably 
influenced m selecting cV/cA^aia to translate qahal by the similarity of sound between 
the two words, since the Jewish ear is fond of assonance (ibid , 31), as well as by the 
similarity of meaning between eWArjai'a and qahal. 

2 The use of awaywyri as a place of meeting is peculiar to the NT, and is frequent 
in the Synoptists and Acts (cf. also John 6 59; 18 20, cf. Rev 2.9; 3.9 'synagogue of 
Satan'). James 2 2 is the only NT use of awaywyT? as a Christian place of meeting 
(but cf. Heb. 10.25), it was, however, the worship and constitution of the synagogue 
rather than those of the Temple, which became the model for the Christian congre- 
gations. The institution of the synagogue probably originated in Babylon in the 
period of the Exile, but by NT times it was believed that it dated from Moses' own 
day (cf. Acts 15 21 ; Josephus, c. Apion 217), the synagogues of the Dispersion per- 
formed a vital role in the praeparatio evangelica. Though amongst Ebiomtes, Mar- 
ciomtes, etc , Christian congregations were called 'synagogues', it seems that from 
a fairly early date the assemblies of Jews and of Christians were generally called 
by the distinctive titles of owaywyat and eWATjauu respectively and the two words 
ceased to be synonymous. 
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they needed a word which suggested that the true qahal Yahweh was 
now the Church of Jesus Christ. The congregations (cKKXrjaiai) of 
Christ in every place were the local manifestations of the new Israel 
of God, the one true eVocA^ora &ov. 



ONE, HOLY, CATHOLIC CHURCH 

Even when no genitive follows cV/cA^ata, one must always be under- 
stood (cf. qahal Yahweh): eov, Kvpiov or Xpurrov. The Church is the 
Church of God in Christ Jesus (cf. I Thess. 2.14). It is God's Church, 
not ours, something which God creates, not we. Men did not found the 
Church, nor can they found a new Church (cf. I Cor. 3.11). There is 
only one Church of God, the one of which Christ's original apostles 
were the foundation members. There can be only one Church because 
there is only one Christ (Eph. 4.5), one body of Christ, one Spirit 
(I Cor. 12.13; Eph. 4.4). Christ is not divided (I Cor. 1.13) and therefore 
he cannot have two or more bodies; there cannot be two or more 
Churches. The plural fcjcAi?<n'at occurs very frequently in the NT, but 
it is always a plural of distribution, i.e. it refers to the several local 
churches of Corinth, Philippi, Ephesus, etc.; it never means denomina- 
tions, as in the phrase 'World Council of Churches'. Paul recoils with 
horror from the news that denominations have sprung up in Corinth 
a Paul-party, an Apollos-'church', a Cephas (Peter)-denommation, even 
a Christ-party! (I Cor. 1.12; cf. 3.5). 'Is Christ divided? Was Paul 
crucified for you? Were ye baptized into the name of Paul?' (1.13). If 
the Church of the baptized is the persona of Christ, it is a body with 
many and varied organs, but it cannot be two bodies (cf. Rom 12.4-8; 
I Cor. 12.12-30). Christians were 'called in one body' (Col 3.15; cf. 
Eph. 2.16). Whether they recognize the truth or not, they are members 
of Christ's body (Eph. 5.30) and they are therefore members one of 
another (Eph. 4.25). The only words by which 'denominations' or 
'churches' (in the sense of 'the confessions') could be translated into 
NT Greek would be axLcr^ara and aipcacis; if we used words in their 
biblical meaning only, we would have to speak of the 'World Council 
of Schisms and Heresies', a truth which the leaders of the ecumenical 
movement and the officers of the World Council of Churches have 
themselves emphasized again and again. In I Cor. 1.10 Paul appeals to 
the Corinthians that there be no ax" 7 /* ""* 1 ('divisions', from <7x i ' tv to 
divide); and later in the epistle he again insists that there should be no 
in the body of Christ (12.25). In I Cor. 11.18f. he associates 
('sects', 'self-chosen opinions', from cupcurfat, 'to choose for 
oneself) with crx/cr/iara, and in Gal. 5.20 he reckons ai/react? ('church- 
parties') as one of the works of the flesh (cf. II Pet. 2.1). The word 
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is used in a neutral sense of the sects of the Sadducees and 
Pharisees (e.g. Acts 5.17; 15.5), but the word is never used neutrally of 
the Christian community; there is to be neither sect nor sectarianism in 
the body of Christ. 

There can be no Christians who are not 'members' of the one body 
of Christ and therefore of one another (I Cor. 12.25-27), so that to be 
out of communion with other Christians is to be out of communion 
with Christ. The test of whether we are 'in Christ' is whether we are in 
communion with other Christians: Church unity, which St John calls 
dydTTT;, is the only test of whether a church is the Church. The a-yd-mj 
about which St John speaks in I John 3 and 4 is not, of course, good will 
in a general sense, but is precisely obedience to the divine command- 
ment to exhibit in church-relations, in actual brotherly love (<iAa&r A^i'a, 
Rom. 12.10; Heb. 13.1; I Pet. 1.22, and esp. II Pet. 1.7), the very 
dyaTTT? with which the Father loves the Son and the Son the Father 
(John 17.26; I John 4.16). *Aywm] is essentially the divine love of Christ 
and the Father manifested in terms of Church unity (I John 3.14-24; 
47-11). Disunity is disobedience to the commandment of love, and is 
the same thing as unbelief (I John 5.1-3). Church unity is not a 'desir- 
able feature' in the life of the Church ; it is the condition of the Church's 
existence, the test of whether the Church is the Church. A divided 
Church is a contradiction of its own nature as Church; it is witnessing 
to a falsehood. Its evangelism cannot be effective. Jesus prayed 'that 
they all may be one, even as thou, Father, art in me and I in thee, that 
they also may be in us : that the world may believe that thou didst send 
me' (John 17.21 ; cf. 17.23). If we took the NT point of view seriously, 
we should expect to find that the single most serious obstacle to the 
evangelization of the world is the disunity of 'the churches'. 

In Acts and the Paulines, except Eph. and Col , the word cV/cAT/ata 
(often in the plural) usually means the local community of Christians. 
But it is a mistake to think with K. L. Schmidt and others that Eph. 
and Col. must be non-Pauline because they develop the conception 
of the cKK\7)aia as a 'mystery', the consummation of God's purpose of 
the ages (Eph. 3.9-11 ; 5.32), the body and bride of Christ (Eph. 1.22; 
5.23-32; Col. 1.18, 24). The references to the Church in Eph.-Col 
develop ideas which have all along been present in Paul's conception of 
the body of Christ, even though he has not used the word cV/cA^ata 
in this connection. As a matter of fact, however, it is hardly true to 
say that he has not used e'/ocATjata in the sense of Eph.-Col., but only 
in the sense of 'local congregation', as a glance at I Cor. 12.28 in its 
context will prove: St Paul cannot be saying that God has 'set' apostles 
in the local congregation! To imagine that Eph.-Col. derives its 
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conception of the Church as a 'mystery' from Gnostic fancies about the 
'heavenly man' is to miss the whole meaning of the NT doctrine of the 
Church as the corporative person of the risen Christ a truth taught 
throughout the NT, and not only by St Paul, in such metaphors and 
images as those of the Messiah-Servant, the Son of Man, the Kingdom 
of God, the body or bride of Christ, the true vine, the spiritual house, 
the inheritance, the Israel of God and other symbols. There is nothing 
in Eph.-Col. which is not already implied in these metaphors. 

The unity of the Church in the NT is not to be conceived of arith- 
metically : the Church is not simply the sum of the local congregations 
(cKKXymai). The unity of the Church derives from her 'one Lord' 
(Eph. 4.4f.), from the fact that all the local ciavAiprtcu are 'in Christ'. 
They are united with one another, not as a federation of congregations, 
not by 'federal union', but through their common participation in 
Christ. And, since the Church is an organic and not an arithmetical 
unity, the whole Christ is present in every local congregation and at 
every meeting of the local church, however few it may be numerically: 
'Where two or three are gathered together in my name, there am I in 
the midst of them' (Matt. 18.20; cf. 28.20). The Church is the Kowwvia 
of Christ (I Cor. 1.9; I John 1.3), and the local churches are one Church 
because Christ is fully present in the whole and in the parts. This union 
of Christ and his Church is indeed a great mystery (Eph. 5.32), but 
that does not mean that the Church is an 'invisible unity'. There are 
those who speak as if the invisible unity of the Church is all that 
matters and as if the outward and visible forms of unity are unimportant. 
This is certainly not the NT view. It implies a kind of 'Christian 
Science' view of the wounds (a^V ara ) of the body of Christ, treating 
them (as Paul did not) as if they were only figments of the imagination. 
The Church exists to make manifest in her own life that unity which 
exists between Christ and the Father, so that men may know that 
Christ is come forth from the Father. The new commandment of love 
concerns the actual visible relations of the disciples of Christ with one 
another: 'by this shall all men know that ye are my disciples, if ye have 
love one to another' (John 13.34f.; cf. 17.21, 23). 

The Church, then, according to the NT, is neither an invisible 
entity ('known only to God') nor a Platonic 'idea', but is an actual, 
bodily existence. An 'invisible Church' would be as repugnant to 
Hebraic thought as a disembodied spirit. The Church is bodily, visible, 
tangible; it has a definite structure with differentiated parts or 'mem- 
bers'; it is actual, local. The fact of locality is a very important feature 
of the NT doctrine of the Church. The Church is not like a school of 
Stoic or Epicurean philosophers, whose existence in a given place is 
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quite accidental. The 'catholic' Church is always a local Church, the 
Church of some city or country 17 eV/cArjo-i'a *ca0' oXys TTJS 'lov&atas 
/cat JTaAiAaias /ecu SapaptLas (Acts 9.31), 1} cV/cA^crta TOU Scou 1} oflaa cV 
KopivBw (I Cor. 1.2; II Cor. 1.1), 17 c/c/cA^ta 0aaaAovwc&<w (I Thess. 
l.l). 1 By the fact that it is the Church 0/tJiis city or country, and not a 
denomination of somebody's followers (Apollos' or Cephas' or Paul's), 
it may be known to be the Church of Jesus Christ in that place. Locality, 
nationality, particularity are essential ,marks of the universal Church; 
the local congregation is the embodiment at a given place and time of 
the Church of all the world and of all the ages. The contradiction of 
universality is not locality but denominationalism. 

Thus, the Church is set in the world and is bound up with the world 
in all its particularity and in all the complexity of human relationships, 
racial, national, social and individual. Yet the Church is not 'of the 
world' (John 17.6, 11, 14-16). Christ's disciples are, like Christ, 'sancti- 
fied' (^yiaor/zeVoi), made holy, set apart from the world (John 17.17, 19). 
The Church is holy; it is the fulfilment of the ancient command to 
Israel to be a 'holy nation' (Ex. 19.6; I Pet. 2.9; cf. Lev. 20.26, 'Ye shall 
be holy unto me: for I the LORD am holy, and have separated you 
from the peoples, that ye should be mine'; also Deut. 7.6; 26.19; 28.9; 
Isa. 62.12). The Christian congregations are 'the churches of the saints' 
(I Cor. 14.33); they are made up of those who are ^yiaa/xeW cV 
XpLoraj VTJCTOU, /cA^rot ayioi (I Cor. 1.2). The word aytot is very common 
in the NT, especially in Paul; it is the word which the NT uses where 
we would speak of 'Christians'. The saints are those who through 



1 The phrase in Acts 9 31, 17 tWA^a/a *a0' SXrjs TTJS '/ovScu'as, KrA., is the nearest 
that the NT comes to speaking of 'the Catholic Church'. (The expression *a0* oAijs, 
'throughout all', is found in NT only in the Lucan writings, and Acts 9.31 is its 
only occurrence in connection with the Church, the other refs. are Luke 4.14, 
23.5; Acts 942; 10.37 and 13.49.) But here it is significant because it implies that 
there is one and the same eVfcAr/aia throughout the local eWA^auu of Judaea, etc. : 
this would be the fundamental NT idea behind the phrase 'the Catholic Church'. 
The one Church of Jesus Christ in all its many congregations is the Church of 
Judaea, Samaria, etc., or the Church of England, the Church of Scotland, the Church 
of Norway, and so on. The root idea of place as found in the expression *a0' 6\rjs 
must never be eliminated from the conception of Catholicity ; a church which is not 
the Church of Somewhere is not in the full sense the Catholic Church, it is one which 
is denominational rather than catholic, broken off from the original stem. The 
adjective KaOoXiKos, -17, -6v, 'general', 'universal', is occasionally found in cl authors 
and is frequent in eccl wntings from the second cent. A.D. The first occurrence of 
the expression 1} KaBoXiK-r) eVncA^aia is Ignatius, Smyrn.S. Eventually the adjective 
became the means of distinguishing the true, original and universal cVicA^ata (or 
doctrine) from various schismatic or heretical denominations (or doctrines). But it 
did not originally mean 'orthodox' as opposed to 'heretical'. The seven 'Catholic 
Epistles' (i.e. those of James, Peter, John and Jude), commonly so called in the 
ancient Church (Eusebius, Hist. Eccl , 2.23, 25), received their title probably because 
they were not addressed to a particular church but were 'general* or encyclical in 
character; Eusebius (ibid., 4.23) can still use the word in this sense and speak 
of a heretical Epistle of Themison, a disciple of Montanus, as 'catholic' (i e. en- 
cyclical). 
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Christ's work and God's calling participate in the divine holiness; 
they are the individual members of the holy people of God (I Pet. 
2.5, 9). 

The holiness of the Church is, like its unity, something which God 
gives and which we cannot make for ourselves. We cannot sanctify 
ourselves, for instance, by redoubling our efforts at righteousness and 
good works. In the Bible holiness is not strictly a moral quality, though 
it is very closely connected with the commandment of obedience in- 
volved in the covenant relationship; it is a category sui generis, which 
cannot be reduced to any other thing than itself, such as morals or 
feelings. The Church can shew forth the divine holiness, or it can 
obscure it; but it cannot either create or destroy it. The same is true of 
the unity of the Church. The Church's unity is not something which 
we can create, or arrange for, or decide upon in conferences about 
reunion: it is the gift of God. Men cannot create Church unity, and 
(let us thank God for it) they cannot destroy it. If men could destroy 
it, they would be able to destroy the Church itself, for a Church whose 
unity is destroyed is no longer the Church. But men can obscure the 
unity of Christ's Church, and this is what they have done. In deep 
repentance and in faith in God's power to overrule human self-will and 
pride the Church prays that God will give that unity which is in accord- 
ance with his will, so that it may be seen by all men to be indeed the 
Church of God, and thus all men may come to know that Christ was 
sent by God to be the Saviour of the world. 



THE APOSTOLIC AND PRIESTLY 
MINISTRY 



THE ministry of the Church is the continuation of the apostolic 
and priestly ministry of Christ himself. In this present age, 
between Christ's resurrection and his parousia, his ministry to 
the world is fulfilled through the instrumentality of his resurrection 
body, the Church. All true ministerial acts of the Church are gesta 
Christi, the acts of Christ, the Head of the body. Christ is still the one 
who commissions and sends the pastors of his flock; he is the celebrant 
at every Eucharist, the minister of every act of loving service that his 
disciples perform in his name. To put this truth in another way, because 
Christ is the Apostle, the Church is apostolic; because he is the High 
Priest, the Church is sacerdotal; because he is Servant, the Church is 
ministerial. The historic threefold ministry of the Church, represented 
by the words 'apostolate', 'priesthood' and 'diaconate', is derived from 
the threefold ministry of Christ. Christ himself is our Apostle, Priest 
and Deacon, and the missionary, priestly and ministerial functions of 
the Church are the ways in which he works through his body in the 
world. 

THE APOSTOLIC CHURCH 

The character of the Church as apostolic is made abundantly clear 
in the NT, even if the precise status and function of 'the apostles' 
remains uncertain. 1 The whole Church is apostolic, not merely a par- 
ticular order within it, just as the whole Church is priestly and is 
ministerial. Throughout the Bible God is a God of sending, of mission. 
His characteristic approach to men is by sending someone to speak to 
them for him: he sends Moses to Pharaoh, Nathan to David, Elijah 
to Ahab, Amos to Bethel, Isaiah to Hezekiah, and so on almost in- 
definitely. 'Since the day that your fathers came forth out of the land 
of Egypt unto this day, I have sent unto you all my servants the prophets, 
daily rising up early and sending them' (Jer. 7.25; cf. 265; 29.19; 
35.15; 44.4). In the NT 'apostles' are closely associated with 'prophets' 
in their character of having been sent from God; e.g. Luke 11.49, 

i See infra, 319-25. 
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'Therefore also the wisdom of God said, I will send unto them prophets 
and apostles, and some of them they shall kill . . . ' (contrast Matt. 
23.34). In Eph. 2.20 God's household is said to be built upon the found- 
ation of the apostles and prophets, Christ Jesus himself, as the chief 
apostle-prophet, being the chief corner stone. Again, apostles and 
prophets are virtually synonymous terms, or at least of equal rank and 
importance as the receivers of the revelation of the Spirit, in Eph. 3.5 
(cf. also Rev. 18.20). The only place in the NT where Christ is actually 
called 'Apostle* is Heb. 3.1, but the sense of having been sent from God 
is clearly expressed by Jesus himself, especially in the parables (Mark 
12.1-12; Luke 15.3-10; Matt. 23.37). The Fourth Evangelist, though he 
never uses the word 'apostle', stresses very strongly the truth that Jesus 
is the one sent by God (John 3.17; 5.30, 36f.; 6.29, 38-40, 44; 7.16, 18, 
28f.; 8.16, 18, 26, 29, 42; 9.4; 10.36; 11.42; 12.45, 49; 14.24; 15.21; 
16.5; 17.3, 18, 21, 23, 25; 20.21 ; cf. I John 4.14). Because Christ is thus 
'apostled', therefore the Church is apostolic: Kadws C/AC ow&rreiAas- et? 

rov JCOCT/XOV, Kayw dWoretAa avrovs cts* rov Koafiov (John 17.18); KaBws 
iiT(jra.\K jji 6 Trarijp, icdycu Trc/LtTrco v/xa? (John 20.21). 

The metaphor of the Shepherd and the sheep is another character- 
istically biblical way of presenting the apostolic character of the Church 
of God. In the OT the metaphor of Israel as the flock of which Yahweh 
is the Shepherd-Ruler is frequent (e.g. Pss. 23; 78.52; 80.1 ; 95.7; 100.3), 
and the Messiah-King (of whom David is the ideal 'type') is set up by 
Yahweh as the chosen shepherd of his flock (I Sam. 17.34-36; Ps. 
78.70-72). A nation's rulers were spoken of as 'shepherds' (e.g. Jer. 
23.1-4; Ezek. 34 passim; Zech. 11 passim), and the element of govern- 
ment is an essential constituent of the NT conception of the 'pastor' 
(Lat. pastor, a shepherd, from pasco, to drive to pasture, to feed) or 
shepherd (TTOI/XTJV). Ezekiel prophesies that, in contrast with the wicked 
shepherds (rulers) of Israel whom he denounces, God will raise up a 
Davidic prince who will cherish his flock : 'I will set up one shepherd 
over them, and he shall feed them, even my servant David ; he shall feed 
them, and he shall be their shepherd' (34.23; cf. Jer. 23.4f.). Likewise 
the Isaianic redeemer, upon whose mission Jesus meditated profoundly, 
is represented as the Messianic Shepherd: 'He shall feed his flock like 
a shepherd; he shall gather the lambs in his arm . . . and shall gently 
lead those that give suck' (Isa. 40.11; cf. also Micah 5.2; 7.14; Isa. 
63.11; Ezek. 34.15f.; and esp. II Esd. 2.34: 'O ye nations, that hear 
and understand, look for your shepherd, he shall give you everlasting 
rest; for he is nigh at hand that shall come in the end of the 
world'). 

It is, then, hardly surprising that Jesus should think of his own 
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mission as that of the Shepherd sent to gather again the Israel of God, 
the Messianic Shepherd-Ruler of scriptural prophecy. St John in 
characteristic fashion sums up the traditional Gospel-material on the 
theme of Jesus as Shepherd (e.g. Matt. 18.12-14; Luke 15.3-7; Luke 
12.32; cf. Matt. 7.15; 10.16; 26.31) in his meditation upon the Good 
Shepherd (John 10.1-18). The parable of John 10.1-6 and its subsequent 
interpretation present Jesus as both 'the door of the sheep' (cf. 14.6, 
j) 686?) and as the shepherd himself. The passage again stresses the 
unity of the Church of God and portrays the mission of the Church 
to the Gentiles as an activity of Christ himself: 'Other sheep I have 
which are not of this fold (ai)A^, the courtyard of a house where the 
sheep are kept, hence 'fold'); them also I must bring, and they shall 
hear my voice, and they shall become one flock, one shepherd' Qua 
TTOI'/IVTJ, cts TTOI/ATJV). The reference, of course, is not to denominations 
within the Church, but to the mission to the Gentiles, which could not 
begin until after the death of Christ, the Good Shepherd who laid 
down his life for the sheep (10.11, 17f.; cf. Matt. 26.31; Zech. 13.7). 
Because of Christ's voluntary self-oblation, Jew and Gentile are now 
one flock; the 'Greeks', who did not 'see' Jesus in his earthly lifetime 
(John 12.20f.), are now drawn into the flock of God by the 'lifting up' 
(i.e. crucifixion) of the Son of Man (12.32). St John teaches that Jesus 
died not for the nation (of the Jews) only, but that he might gather 
into one the children of God that are scattered abroad (John ll.Slf.). 
The NT, following the Lord's own teaching concerning his person 
and mission, represents Christ as the Messianic Shepherd-King of 
God's flock: he is 'the Great Shepherd of the sheep' (Heb. 13.20), 'the 
Good Shepherd* (John 10.11), 'the Shepherd and Bishop of your souls' 
(I Pet. 2.25) and 'the Chief Shepherd' (I Pet. 5.4; apx^oL^v, a hapax 
legomenon in NT). Thus, while the whole Church is apostolic, i.e. sent 
by God to bear witness to Christ in the world, there is within the wider 
apostolic body a particular apostolic ministry consisting of those chosen 
to bear rule over the churches and to exercise pastoral oversight or 
cVwr/coTTT?. 1 The very conception of Israel or the Church as a flock 
involves the institution of pastoral rule and oversight; the flock must 
have shepherds who rule it and feed it under the ultimate supervision 
of the Chief Shepherd himself. The very word dpxnToifnjv (I Pet. 5.4) 
implies a pastoral ministry of under-shepherds who are commissioned 



1 The word cmoKonj is found four times in NT. At I Tim. 3.1 it means 'pastoral 
oversight', the office of an MOKOITOS; perhaps this is implied in Acts 1.20, but the 
passage is quoting Ps. 108.8 (LXX; EVV, 109.8) as a proof-text with the object of 
shewing that Judas's defection was foretold in the Scriptures. The other two occur- 
rences (Luke 19.44; I Pet. 2.12) of eW/coTnj are in the sense of 'visitation', 'the day 
of visitation'. 
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to exercise within the flock of Christ a particular pastoral office. This, 
in fact, is precisely the conception of the emaKOTry which is enjoined 
upon the presbyters in the preceding verses: Tend (rroLfidvarc) the 
flock (noLpviov) of God which is among you, exercising the oversight 
(cmaKOTTovvres 1 ), not of constraint but willingly, according unto God; 
nor yet for filthy lucre, but of a ready mind; neither as lording it over 

the-charge-allotted-to-you (/^S* (*>s KaraKVpicvovrcs rwv KXrjpwv), but 

making yourselves examples (TVTTOI) to the flock' (I Pet. 5.1-3). The 
passage clearly attests the existence of a pastoral ministry, which is an 
instrument of the ministry of Christ himself as Chief Shepherd, within 
the Church or flock of God. Certain office-holders in the Church, here 
called presbyters (5.1), have been assigned a KXrjpos 2 or share in the 
ministry of Christ in his Church. It is the office of oversight or pastoral 
rule (eVwT/coTTTj) ; and the faithful discharge of it will bring its due reward 
at the parousia of the Chief Shepherd (5.4). It is nothing less than a 
participation in the ministry of Christ, who is himself the true rroi^v 
and CTTIVKOTTOS of the flock (I Pet. 2.25). The shepherd presbyter-bishop 
feeds that portion of the flock which is committed to his care; he bears 
the shepherd's staff, the symbol of his pastoral rule; the 'rod and staff' 
(Ps. 23 4) in the hand of the shepherd are for the disciplining as well as 
for the protecting and guiding of the flock (cf. I Tim. 3.4f.). 

The Fourth Gospel (or the appendix to it) bears witness to the fact 
that, in some parts of the Church at least, it was believed that the Risen 
Lord had given a special commission to St Peter to institute the pastoral 
ministry of the Church ('Feed my lambs', Tend my sheep'; John 21.15- 
17); and it is therefore especially interesting to find St Peter (or, what is 
equally significant, someone writing in his name) urging his 'fellow- 
presbyters' to 'tend the flock of God . . . exercising the oversight'. The 
fact that St Peter calls (or is made to call) himself a presbyter (I Pet. 5.1) 
is sufficient indication of the high seriousness with which the episcopal 
office of the presbyters was regarded in the apostolic Church. To this 
testimony we need add only the words addressed by St Paul to the 
presbyters of the Ephesian Church at Miletus (Acts 20.17): Take heed 
unto yourselves, and to all the flock, in which the Holy Spirit has made 
you en-Mr* oirot, to feed the Church of God, which he purchased with his 
own blood' (Acts 20.28). It is clear that the pastoral and episcopal minis- 
try of the presbyters was an essential character of the apostolic Church. 

1 The only other occurrence of the verb eVia*o7re<u in NT is Heb. 12.15, where 
the usage is less technical. We may note that I Peter dates from a time when the 
function of cWiroiri}, or the office of emaicoiros, was not distinguished from the 
duty of the irfxafivrcpoi.: cf. Acts 20 17 with Acts 20.28; and see infra, 325-9. Some 
MSS, however, omit eVia*mowTs at I Pet. 5.2. 

2 See supra, 266n. 
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THE ROYAL PRIESTHOOD 

Because Christ is the High Priest, the Christian Church is priestly. 
It fulfils the task assigned to the Old Israel at Sinai, that of being a 
priest-nation to the Gentiles, the 'kingdom of priests' of Ex. 19.6 
(LXX, u/zet? 8e C7(70 /not jSaertAciov iepdrcvpa), the 'light to lighten the 
Gentiles' of the prophetic vision. 1 The NT claims that the Church of 
Jesus Christ is this divinely consecrated 'royal priesthood' (fiaalXeiov 
LcpdTcvfia) (I Pet. 2.9). It presents the dpcrai (saving acts) of God to the 
Gentiles (I Pet. 2.10) and the offerings of the whole human race to God. 
Mankind is unworthy to bring to God any offering at all, but now 
through Jesus Christ a 'way' has been opened to God's presence and 
the sacrifices of the human race may be laid upon God's altar. The 
Christian Church is the sacrificing priesthood instituted by God him- 
self, so that mankind should have access to him and might bring before 
him acceptable offerings. Besides I Pet. 2 9 the only other use of 
Updrevfia (priesthood in the sense of a body of priests 2 ) in the NT is 
found in I Pet. 2.5: 'Ye also, as living stones, are built up a spiritual 
house, to be a holy priesthood (t'eparev/xa ayiov), to offer up spiritual 
sacrifices acceptable to God through Jesus Christ' (diWy* at Tn/cu/xart/ca? 
9vmas V7Tpo<r&KTov$ &a> Sia *Irjcrov Xpiarov). Corporately, therefore, 
the Christian community constitutes a sacrificing priesthood which 
offers up spiritual sacrifices, i e. presumably, not material sacrifices like 
those of sheep and bullocks and goats under the old dispensation 
(cf. Rom. 12.1). The emphasis is placed upon the corporate character 
of the Christian priesthood ; but individual Christians are to look upon 
themselves as 'priests unto God', just as in the prophetic vision every 
Israelite was to be a priest to ten Gentiles (Zech. 8.23): cf. Rev. 1.6; 
5.10, 'made to be a kingdom and priests unto God'; also Rev. 20.6, 
They shall be priests of God and of Christ, and shall reign with him a 
thousand years.' In each of these three passages from the Apocalypse 
the influence of the 'kingdom of priests' of Ex. 19.6 is apparent. There 
is to be a Christian theocracy, but it is a theocracy of the whole Christian 
body. 3 

The prophets of the OT had come to question the propriety of 
bringing material sacrifices to God. What need had the God of all the 
earth of such presents? In rationalistic vein they had even ridiculed the 

1 See supra, 269f. 

2 The word for 'priesthood* in the sense of *pnest's orders' is Upatavvrj (Heb. 
7.1 If., 24 only). 

3 These passages in the Apocalypse are the only places in the NT in which the 
word iffxvs is applied to Christians; all the other uses of the word are either of Christ 
(Heb. 7.15, 17; 10.21), or (most frequently) of the Jewish priesthood (Mark 1 44, 
Luke 1 .5 , John 1.19; Acts 6.7, etc.), or of a pagan priest (Acts 1413). 
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cultus: 'If I were hungry, I would not tell thee, for the world is mine 
and the fulness thereof (Ps. 50.12; cf. vv. 8-14). God did not want 
calves or rams or oil; he required justice, mercy and humble obedience 
(Micah 6.6-8; I Sam. 15.22); he would be pleased not with expensive 
gifts but with the sacrifice of thanksgiving (Ps. 50.14) and penitence 
(Ps. 51.17). They had learnt the truth that sinful man cannot bring an 
acceptable sacrifice to God, precisely because, being sinful, he has no 
access to God. How then was he to come before the Lord? How might 
his offerings be made acceptable to the holy God? This problem the 
OT leaves unsolved. The NT answers it decisively: through Christ 
man has access to God and his sacrifices are made acceptable. We must 
take note of the great &a of the NT vocabulary through Jesus Christ 

(e.g. I Pet. 2.5| BvatasevTrpoaScKrovs &w 8x 'lycrov Xpurrovl Heb. 13.15, 

8t' avrov dva<f>pa)fjLv Qwiav alvccrcvs). Through Christ 'the Way' we 
have access to God, and through him alone our oblations are accept- 
able. 

The question of the acceptability or otherwise of sacrifices has a 
history as old as Cain and Abel (Gen. 4.4f.), and the matter is often 
raised in the OT (e.g. Isa. 1.11-14; Amos 5.21f.). Hence the importance 
of such NT words as SCKTOS ('acceptable') in connection with sacrifice 
(Phil. 4.18), or evnpoaScKTos (a near synonym) (Rom. 15.16; I Pet. 2.5), 
or evdp<rros ('well-pleasing') (Rom. 12.1; Phil. 4.18). The good works 
and almsgiving of Christians have become acceptable to God through 
Christ; and Christian sacrificial living is a genuine offering which God 
accepts. In this connection St Paul uses the OT expression 'an odour 
of a sweet smell' (oV/x^ evwStas), which referred to the sweet-smelling 
savour of the sacrifices (or of the burning incense) and remained in 
Jewish religious language as a synonym for an acceptable sacrifice long 
after the idea that God actually smelt the savour had been outgrown 
(cf. Amos 5.21, RV mg.). He speaks in Phil. 4.18 of the gifts of the 
Philippians, which he had received by the hand of Epaphroditus, as 

6<rfj,7)v eucoSta?, Bvcriav SC/CTTJI/, euapcorov TO> 6cq). In Eph. 5.2 he exhorts 

Christians to 'walk in love, even as Christ also loved you, and gave 
himself up for us, an offering (irpoafopa) and sacrifice (Bvala) to God 
for an odour of a sweet smell' (eiV da^v evwStas). The suggestion of 
the whole passage in which this exhortation occurs is that the Christian 
life of self-oblation is an imitatio Christi and an offering that is accept- 
able to God: cf. 5.10, 'proving what is cvdpcorov to the Lord'. In II Cor. 
2.15 he says that Christians are themselves a sweet savour of Christ 
unto God (Xpurrov cvwSla (jfj,v rw 9cw); the word OCT/XTJ is found in 
the verse preceding and in the verse following this statement: Christians 
are themselves an offering of Christ to God, and the sweet fragrance of 
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the knowledge of God is spread abroad by the Christian community in 
every place (2.14). 

THE CHRISTIAN SACRIFICES 

The NT is rich in sacrificial language, though this is not always 
apparent in our EVV. For instance, the verbs Xarpevcw and Aciroupyetv, 
which both mean 'to serve', and the nouns Xarpda and Xcirovpyta, 
which mean 'service', carry a strong biblical and therefore sacrificial 
flavour because of their use in the Greek OT in connection with the 
ministrations of the priests at the sacrificial offerings in the Temple. 
In classical Greek Xarpcvcw means 'to serve for hire' (cf. Xdrpis, a hired 
servant; Xdrpov, hire); in the LXX it always refers to the service of God 
(or of a heathen deity), and it includes the service of the whole nation 
of Israel as well as that of the priests (cf. Matt. 4.10, citing Deut. 6.13; 
Luke 1.74; 2.37; Acts 26.7; Rom. 9.4, etc.). In Rom. 12.1 and Heb 9.14 
and other passages we should doubtless keep before our minds the sense 
of the priestly oblations in the Temple, which is clearly intended in 
(e.g.) Heb. 9.9 and 10.2. In classical Greek Xeirovpydv means to render 
public service to the State at one's own expense; in the LXX it can be 
used of the service of men (e g. Josh. 1.1 ; I Kings 1.4; 10 5; 19.21, etc.), 
as XarpVLv never is; but its principal meaning relates to the ministra- 
tions and offerings of the priests and Levites in the Tabernacle or the 
Temple. 1 Even at Rom 13.6, where the classical sense might be thought 
to be uppermost, the LXX sacrificial ('liturgical') associations cannot be 
entirely dissociated from its use; while such associations are obviously 
in mind at Rom. 15.16 (cf. Acts 13.2: does this mean 'While they cele- 
brated the eucharistic liturgy'? II Cor. 9.12: does this in its context 
refer to the gifts or offertory at the Eucharist? Phil. 2.17; Heb. 8 6). 
It is not without significance that at the end of the NT period St Clement 
of Rome can speak of the ministry of the presbyters and of 'those who 
have offered the gifts of the cTnaKonrf as their X^rovp-yia (I Clem. 
Rom. 44); and we must give due weight to the fact that, after the close 
of the NT period (unless Acts 13.2 is sufficient evidence of its use in 
apostolic times), the word Aeirovpyi'a, which in the LXX had meant the 
sacrificial ministrations of the priests and Levites in the Temple, came 
to be regularly used as a title of the Eucharist. 

The words used for 'presenting an offering' or 'making a sacrifice' 
are worthy of careful study. In Rom. 12.1 St Paul exhorts Christians 
to offer up themselves as a living sacrifice, a rational priestly action 

1 In the LXX Aeiroupyds is used technically of a priest (cf. II Esd. 2036, LXX 
[EVV, Neh. 10.36]: rols tcpcvat rols Xcirovpyovcnv cv OIKO> Beov ly^tov) and particu- 
larly of a Levite (cf. II Esd. 20.39, LXX [EVV, Neh. 10.39J. i ot' kpeis *<u ol 
AciTOu/>yoi). Thus, in Heb. 8. If. Christ IS called apx<*fxvs and raw aytwv 

See esp. Rom. 15.16 (infra, 299). 
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(napaarrjaaL TO, awpaTa VfjuZv Ovalav a)aav . . . rrjv XoyiKrjv 

vfMJjv). The verb 7ra/>iordVa> or Trapiarij/u is a technical term for present- 
ing a sacrifice (cf. Luke 2.22; I Cor. 8.8; II Cor. 4.14; Col. 1.28; Eph. 
5.27). The idea reappears elsewhere in Paul; for instance, in Rom. 
6.13-16, where Christians are urged to present themselves or their 
'members' unto God and not unto sin. The idea of being 'without 
blemish', of the sacrifice as being the best that we can offer, is taken 
over from the OT legislation on this theme and used as an argument 
for moral purity (Phil 2.15). Thus, the word d^wfios is not infrequent 
in the NT Epistles. Etymologically it means 'blameless', but it ought to 
be translated 'without blemish', since in the Greek OT it is the technical 
Levitical term for offerings that are not defective in any way and so 
are fit for sacrifice (cf. Ex. 12.5; Lev. 22.19-21; Deut. 17.1; Mai. 1.8, 14; 
Heb. 9. 14 ; I Pet 1.19, etc ). The sacrifices of Christians are acceptable to 
God, not because Christians or their gifts are a/^/xot in themselves, but 
because they are sanctified and thus rendered acceptable by the Holy 
Spirit (Rom. 8.8f.; 15.16; cf. Heb. 9.14). Christ has cleansed and 
sanctified the Church by the washing of water (in baptism) with the 
word (of preaching), in order that he might present (Trapaarrjarj) to 
himself a glorious Church, dyi'a /cat d'/i^/zo s- (Eph. 5.27). It is Christ who 
has reconciled Christians lo God by his death, to present (Trapacrrrjaai) 
them ayiovs /ecu d/xcu/xou? /ecu dv-yK\rjTovs before him (Col. 1.22). 
Christ is thought of as a high priest offering the Church to God in 
the sacrificed body of his own flesh (ibid.); Christ offers the Church, 
cleansed and d^a^io?, to God (cf. Eph. 1.4; Jude 24). In Rev. 14.5 
the 144,000 redeemed in heaven are declared to be a/iw/xot. 'These 
are they which follow the Lamb whithersoever he goeth. These were 
purchased from among men, the firstfruits (aTrapxrj) unto God and 
unto the Lamb' (14.4). They are the firstfruits of the harvest of the world 

(cf. Rom. 16.5, aTrapxr] rrjs *Acrlas ei? Xpujrov: I Cor. 16.15, CLTrapxr) rrjs 

y Axa.La$:U Thess. 2 13, RV mg.). The conception of aTrapxrj in this sense 
is drawn from the OT sacrificial system, for the firstfruits are offered 
and consecrated to God (Deut. 26.1-11; Lev. 2.12; Ezek. 45.1, LXX; 
48.9, LXX). 

The verb dvafepw, to carry or lead up (e.g. Mark 9.2), also means to 
offer up on an altar as a sacrifice (e.g. Heb. 7.27); it is used of the 
sacrifices of Christians at Heb. 13.15 (the sacrifice of praise) and at 
I Pet. 2.5 ('spiritual sacrifices'). In Heb. 7.27; 9.28 and I Pet. 2.24 it is 
used of Christ's self-oblation ; and in James 2.21 it is used of Abraham's 
offering up of Isaac. The word dva<f>opd 9 an oblation, which is derived 
from it, is not found in the NT; it came later to be used for the eucharis- 
tic liturgy as a whole, and eventually for the central part of it, viz. 
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the Prayer of Consecration. The word 7rpoa<f>opd, an offering, gift, 
sacrifice, is derived from irpoafapciv, to bring to or lead to; the verb is 
used frequently in LXX of people offering gifts, prayers and sacrifices 
to God and is used more than a score of times in the NT of the offering 

Of a Sajpov, dvaiav, Xarpciav or Trpou^opdv (e.g. Matt. 2.11; 5.23f.; 

Mark 1.44; John 16.2; Acts 7.42; 21.26; Heb. 5.1, 3, 7, etc.). The verb 
is used more than twenty times in Hebrews, but is found nowhere in the 
Paulines. But the noun npoa^opd is twice used in the latter in a most 
significant context. In Rom. 15.16 St Paul describes himself as 'a 
Xcirovpyos ('sacrificing priest', RV mg.) of Christ Jesus in respect of the 
Gentiles, mmistering-in-sacrifice (Upovpyovvra) the Gospel of God, 
that the Trpocrfopd of the Gentiles might be made acceptable 
(cv-rrpoaScKTos), being sanctified in Holy Spirit'. Here we have a striking 
example of the royal priesthood in action, shewing forth to the Gentiles 
the dpcrai of him who called us into his marvellous light: St Paul thinks 
of himself as an evangelizing priest-apostle, bringing his converts and 
laying them as an offering upon God's altar; they are now no longer 
'unclean' Gentiles, because, having been sanctified in Holy Spirit (i e. 
baptized), they are 'acceptable' in the technical sense as a irpov^opd 
(sacrifice) (cf the conception of the aTrapx^ mentioned above, and cf. 
also Rom. 11.13, 'As apostle of the Gentiles, I glorify my Sta/covtV 
i e. liturgical service. II Cor. 9.12) In Eph 5.2, the other use of 
irpov<f>opd m the Paulines, the writer is commending to Christians for 
their imitation the example of Christ, who gave himself up for us, a 
7Tpo<j(f>opd and 0vcria to God, for an acceptable oblation (ci? oa^ty 
cvajSias). The suggestion of the passage, as we have already noted, is 
that the Christian life of loving service of others is, through Christ's 
sacrifice, an acceptable (v. 10, euapecrrov) oblation to God. Of the nine 
occurrences ofTrpovfopd in the NT, the only others which are significant 
for our present purpose are two of the five that occur in Heb. 10, viz. 
10 10, 14, in which Christians are said to have been sanctified through 
the one 7rpoa<f>opd of the body of Christ The NT teaches that because 
of the one, perfect irpo^opd made by Christ, Christians may approach 
God's altar with their sacrifices and oblations, confident that they will 
not be rejected by him. 

Let us now attempt to summarize the different kinds of offerings 
which the NT specifically mentions as Christian sacrifices or oblations. 
(1) First, Christians must offer themselves, their souls and bodies, for 
that is what arw^ara means in Rom. 12.1. They are to offer them- 
selves as living sacrifices, acceptable by virtue of their baptismal 
cleansing in Holy Spirit. The bodies of Christians are to be neXrj 
ov (I Cor. 6.15), temples of the Holy Spirit (6.19). Because 
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he is at every moment being presented to God in Christ, the 
Christian (in the state of eschatological tension in which he finds him- 
self in this age) must endeavour to be what he already by faith is 
holy, pure, chaste, without blemish. The Christian sacrifice differs 
from Jewish and heathen sacrifices in being Bvala waa, not a sacrifice 
of dead animals: Christ having died unto sin once, and the Christian 
having in his baptism died with him and been raised to new life, there 
is henceforward no more offering of dead things but an on-going living 
sacrifice. In the death of Christ Christians have already been presented 
in sacrifice to God; the Christian life is the working out in daily living 
of this oblation of Christ's: 'present (irapiaravcTe) yourselves unto 
God, as alive from the dead (i.e. as a Owla fwaa), and your members 
as weapons of righteousness unto God' (Rom. 6.13, which should be 
studied in its whole baptismal context, 6.1-14). Christian sacrificial 
living is achieved through the power of Christ's resurrection (cf. I Cor. 
5.7f. the Christian life as continuous Easter festival). The Christian 
life is liturgy; and morality and cultus are (as the OT prophets longed 
to see them) at one. There is no longer a divorce between living and 
worshipping, for Christian living is \oyiKJi Xarpeia (Rom. 12.1) a 
rational divine service, contrasted with the divine service of the Temple 
priests. For the offering of irrational animals there has been substituted 
the self-oblation of rational and spiritual beings who give themselves in 
thanksgiving to the service of God (cf. I Pet. 2.5). 

(2) It would follow from this conception of the Christian life as 
sacrificial service with the word 'sacrificial' as no mere metaphor 
and as an oblation acceptable to God, that the deeds of chanty and 
fellowship performed by Christians are particular sacrifices which God 
delights in. 1 This truth is explicitly stated in Heb. 13.16: 'Do not forget 
U7roua and Kowwvia (well-doing and sympathetic giving), for with such 
6vaiat God is well-pleased (cvaptcrrelrai).' (Cf. also Heb. 13.21.) 

(3) Next, as we would expect, their material gifts and the offerings 
of their wealth are acceptable oblations which Christians bring to God. 
Thus, St Paul can speak of the material gifts which he has received from 
the Philippians by the hand of Epaphroditus as 'a sacrifice acceptable, 
well-pleasing to God' and as 'an odour of a sweet smell' (oa^ty cvwStas, 

Ovaiav ScKTyv, cvdpcarov TW &&) (Phil. 4.18). 

(4) Then, also, the sacrifices of Christians include their praises and 
confession of his name, and their prayers. Through him let us offer up 
a sacrifice of praise (ava<f>epa)fiev dvmav aiveacws) to God continually, 
that is, the fruit of lips which make confession to his name' (Heb. 1 3. 1 5). 
Thus, Christian corporate worship was regarded as the offering of 

1 Cf. the OT expression 'the sacrifice of righteousness' (Pss. 4.5; 51.19, Mai. 3.3). 
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sacrifice by the priestly body; and since the only corporate act of wor- 
ship in the apostolic Church (apart from services of baptism) was the 
meeting for the celebration of the Lord's Supper, the expression 'the 
eucharistic sacrifice', used in this sense, would be entirely justified. The 
Eucharist was the weekly oblation offered by the royal priesthood. 
Perhaps it is right to conclude that the prayers of the Church were 
regarded as a sacrificial offering from the metaphor of Rev. 8.3f., 
where the seer in his vision sees the angel standing by the altar in heaven, 
with his golden censer and much incense, which was to be added 'to the 
prayers of all the saints upon the golden altar which was before the 
throne'. The idea of prayer itself as an oblation is familiar from the OT 
(Ps. 141.2; cf. Luke 1.10); and elsewhere in the Apocalypse it would 
seem that prayer is the oblation of the saints at the heavenly altar 
(Rev. 5.8). 

(5) Lastly, the converts made by the missionary efforts of the Church 
are regarded as oblations that are offered up to God (Rom. 15.16; 
I Cor. 16.15; Col. 1.28; Rev. 14.4f.). The converted Gentiles in the 
apostolic Church were looked upon as the 'firstfruits' of the harvest 
of the world which was now being gathered in at the Messianic reap- 
ing. 

THE PRIESTHOOD OF THE LAITY 

The priesthood about which the NT speaks is a corporate priesthood 
of the whole Christian community, and the word Upcvs (sacerdos, 
priest) is never used in respect of any priestly order or caste within the 
priestly community. All the members of the Church, men and women, 
are u-pcts T& &*w (Rev. 1.6; 5.10; 20.6); their priesthood is in relation to 
the world outside the Church (I Pet. 2.9). Their corporate priesthood is 
exercised in their gathering every Lord's Day to offer their due Xarpcia 
or Xtirovpyla to God, which is their Owta cuWcrca)?, i.e. the eucharistic 
sacrifice. This liturgical or sacramental offering is the expression in 
worship of the continuing sacrificial Sia/ccwa of the Christian life, which 
the Upcts TW &cw offer every day and at every moment of the day. It 
was at their baptism, when hands were laid upon them and they received 
the Holy Spirit, that they obtained their part and lot, their individual 
ministry, within the total priesthood of the Church of God. Baptism is, 
as it were, the ordination of a new member of the royal priesthood; it is 
the making of a layman in the Church of Christ. A layman in the NT 
sense, i.e. a member of the Aaos Qtov, is certainly not (as he tends to 
be in modern usage) a church-member who has no ministerial responsi- 
bility, one who has handed over his functions of evangelism and 
pastoral care to certain professional Christians who are paid to perform 
them. All the laity (members of the Xaos 9cov) 9 if we use the word in a 
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biblical way, are priests and ministers of the Church of Jesus Christ ; 
and all the 'ministers' are equally 'laymen'. 

Thus, the priesthood of the laity means that all the members of the 
Church of Christ have both an individual and a corporate responsibil- 
ity. Individually, in their lives of Christian witness and service, whatever 
their secular profession or trade, they perform their Aeirovpyi'a or 
Sia/fcwa: even the work of slaves (SouAoi) can be an adornment of and 
an advertisement for Christian doctrine (Titus 2.10; I Tim. 6.1), and 
the Christian worker (SouAos) does his work not for earthly praise or 
reward but 'as unto the Lord' (Eph. 6.5-7, etc.). Such patient service in 
the tasks and tribulations of the workaday world is x^-P^ 7rct P^ <? 
(I Pet. 2.20). 1 Corporately, the laity of the Church, i.e. the whole 
membership of the people of God, exercise their priesthood in the offer- 
ing up of their priestly oblation, the Bvaia alveacws or euchanstic 
worship. 

The doctrine of the priesthood of the laity is in the fullest sense a 
biblical doctrine (Ex. 19.4-6; I Pet. 2.9f., etc.); but its content is far 
richer than that which is generally understood by the phrase 'the 
priesthood of all believers'. It was, indeed, necessary at the Reforma- 
tion to stress that every individual Christian man or woman had 
through Christ direct access to God, apart entirely from the offices of 
any human intermediary : there is one Mediator only (I Tim. 2 5). 
This basic truth of the Gospel had been obscured by medieval sacer- 
dotalism. The expression 'priesthood of all believers' represents a 
truth that must always be reasserted in face of the pretensions of all 
forms of priestcraft. But the expression is usually taken to mean simply 
that every man is his own priest; whereas the biblical conception of the 
priesthood of the laity is much more profound than this. It means that 
the Church is the appointed priest-nation to the 'Gentile' world, i.e. 
to all that is not-Church; that the Church is responsible before God for 
'the world' and all its concerns, and that every individual Christian 
should strive to be a priest to ten 'Gentiles'. The problem of evangelism 
in the secular world would lose much of its intractability if the 'lay- 
folk' of the churches would take seriously the biblical teaching concern- 
ing their calling and office as laymen in the Church of God. 

The priesthood of the Church is not something which exists apart 
from Christ; it is not something that men may seize and manipulate 
for their own ends. Our offerings have no magical efficacy; and how- 
ever costly they may be they have no value in themselves. No merit 
is earned by them, nor is salvation bought by them. God's favour is 
not obtained by bringing presents to him; on the contrary, it is because 

1 See further on this theme Alan Richardson, The Biblical Doctrine of Work. 35-9 
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il has already been freely given that we are able to bring offerings which 
are acceptable to him Our sacrifices are not propitiations, for nothing 
that we could do could have turned away his wrath. It is solely because 
of what God has done that we are able to approach him and bring 
offerings in which he will take pleasure. It is because of Christ's one, 
true, effective sacrifice, offered once for all, that our unworthy oblation 
is possible. In the language of Auct. Heb , it is because Christ has 
cleansed our conscience from dead works from all legalist preoccupa- 
tion with 'merit' that we are set free to serve (Xarpcvciv) the living 
God (Heb 9.14; cf. Ps. 51.19). God remains the holy God, but our 
approach to him is no longer as to a burning mountain of blackness, 
darkness and tempest; we come now not to the fearful Sinai, but to 
Mount Zion, the heavenly Jerusalem, through the mediation of a new 
covenant in the blood of which we have been sprinkled; and thus, 
having received an unshakeable kingship, we have 'grace whereby we may 
offer service well-pleasing to God' (^apiv, Si 9 fjs Aar/j euw/xcr cvapcaTtos 
TO> Sew). But still we approach with reverence and awe, because our God 
is still holy, still a consuming fire that burns up everything that is not 
cleansed and rendered worthy of his acceptance (Heb. 12 18-29; cf. 
13.21) Christ is himself the altar to which our offerings may be brought; 
and the new priesthood of Jesus Christ is fed from that altar, just as 
under the old dispensation those who ministered to the altar ate their 
portion from the altar (Heb. 13.10, cf. I Cor. 9.13; 10.18) Christ is 
both the altar to which our gifts are brought and the high priest by 
whom they are presented to God (cf. Heb 3 1). In the beautiful phrase 
of St Clement of Rome, Jesus Christ is 'the high priest of our offerings, 
the guardian and helper of our weakness' (I Clem. Rom. 36). If the 
Aao? Scov is indeed the true /faai'Aeioi/ teparei/xa, this is solely because 

of 'Irjcrovs Xpiaros 6 dpx^pcvs TWV 7Tpocr</>opa)V i?/zo)i> It IS hardly SUr- 

pnsing that the language of sacrifice, in which the NT is so rich, should 
have passed gradually and almost imperceptibly into liturgical use, thus 
acquiring new shades of meaning, 1 or that it should have been at once 
gathered in the post-apostolic age into a rich and wonderful vocabulary 
by which the Church could interpret to itself the meaning of its own 
characteristic act of communion and worship, the eucharistic offering. 

THE MINISTERING CHURCH 

The Church is ministerial because Christ is Servant The Church as 
Christ's body, the instrument of his purpose, continues his apostolic 
and priestly ministry to the world. Jesus himself conceived of his 
mission in terms of service: 'the Son of Man came not to be deaconed 

1 Cf Sanday and Headlam, Romans (ICC), 353. 
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unto, but to deacon* (Mark 10.45); 'I am in the midst of you as 6 
&ICLKOVWV* (Luke 22.27). We have seen reason to think that Jesus used 
his self-designation of 'Son of Man' in the sense of the Isaianic con- 
ception of the Servant of Yahweh, and there can be no doubt that his 
characterization of himself as 6 SLO.KOVWV is derived, humanly speaking, 
from the Servant Songs (Isa. 42. 1 -4 ; 49. 1 -6 ; 50.4-9 and esp. 52. 1 3-53. 1 2). 
In these passages the Servant of the Lord 1 fulfils a divine mission to the 
world, not merely to Israel: 'I will also give thee for a light to the 
Gentiles, that thou mayest be my salvation unto the end of the earth' 
(Isa. 49.6). This mission is accomplished through suffering vicariously 
borne for the sins of others; and the suffering Servant is then raised 
up and vindicated by God, so that those who rejected him are con- 
strained to recognize that he has suffered for their sins and for their 
salvation. Jesus taught his disciples quite specifically that they also 
were to be servants; in the story of the Foot Washing (John 13 1-11), 
which vividly illustrates the truth that Jesus is 6 8ia.Kovan>, he says to 
his disciples: 'If I then, the Kvpios and the rafobi, have washed your feet, 
ye also ought to wash one another's feet. For I have given you an 
example, that ye also should do as I have done to you' (John 13.14f.). 
He contrasts the overbearing pride of the great ones of the secular 
order with the humility of the leaders in his own community: 'Whoso- 
ever would become great among you shall be your Sia/covos, and whoso- 
ever would be first among you shall be SovXos of all' (Mark 10.43f.). 

It is not surprising therefore that the conception of Christian disciples 
as ministers, servants, should have received great emphasis in the early 
Church, or that baptism into the Church should have been regarded 
as an ordination to the ministry of the Church (I Cor. 12.13 in its con- 
text). There are no 'lay' members of the Church who are without a 
ministry in it; the Church is a ministerial priesthood of the laity or 
people of God. We must not allow the development of a special order 
of 8ia/covoi to obscure the truth that the whole community and every 
individual member of it were a ministry which participated in the one 
ministry of Christ. There are 'diversities of ministrations' (Suu/ocVei? 
SIOKOVUJV) in the Church, but all are performed to and through 'the 
same Lord' (I Cor. 12.5). Every member of the Church receives his own 
<l>avpa)<Ti$ rov IIvvp.aros (12.7) to enable him to perform his own 
particular God-given ministry: the Holy Spirit of God distributes his 
various gapicr/urni 'as he will' (12.1 1). The whole passage I Cor. 12.4-30 



1 Heb. : 'ebed Yahweh, rendered by the Greek translators by wcus, which properly 
means 'son', but secondarily 'servant'. They would doubtless avoid SoOAo? because 
a SoCAos is a born slave. Hence the ls 9cov of Acts 3.13, 26, 4.27, 30; cf. Matt. 
12.18. In Phil. 2.7 St Paul possibly has Isa. 53 in mind when he says that Christ took 
the form of a SoOAoy. Jesus is never called SovAos in NT. 
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makes it very clear that Sta/covta is not a function merely of certain 
'orders' in the Church, but that every layman has his part in the total 
ministry of the body of Christ, which corporately through the empower- 
ing of the Spirit constitutes an organic ministry that renders service 
(whether Aetroupy/a or SouAci'a) to God. All Christian ministry is the 
service of God and of Christ; even the daily toil of a household slave 
(8oAos- or otfcc'ri??) is service rendered to the Kvpios in heaven and not 
merely to an earthly Kvpios (Eph. 6 5-7). The Church's ministry to the 
starving, the refugees, the necessitous, the sick or the imprisoned is 
service rendered unto Christ (Matt. 25.35-45; cf. Mark 9.37). 

The primary meaning of 8x/coviv, like the Latin ministrare, is 'to 
wait upon', especially 'to wait at table' (cf. Luke 17.8; Acts 6.2). It 
indicates a menial office; and we should always remember that 
oicLKovta (Lat. ministeriwri) is the office of a slave. Christ is pre-eminently 
the Servant of God, and Christians are servants of the Servant of God. 
In the OT, however, 'servant of God' was an honourable title (e.g. 
Gen. 26.24, Abraham; Ex. 14.31, Moses; II Sam. 3.18, David; etc.), 
and similarly in the NT St Paul delights to call himself SouAo? Xpurrov 
(Phil. 1.1; cf. Rev. 1.1), and Christians are called oovXoi rov &cov 
(Rev. 7.3; cf. Rom. 6.22; I Cor. 7.22; I Pet. 2.16). Christ is Kvpios in 
the sense of the 'master' or 'owner' of his slaves (Eph. 6.6, 9; John 13.13), 
as well as in the sense of cultic 'Lord'. The use of SovXos in this con- 
nection is significant because it rules out any suggestion of merit or 
reward in the 'work' of Christians; the oovXos is one who by definition 
receives no wages (contrast plaBios, a hired worker, Mark 1.20; 
Matt. 20.1-16; Luke 15.17, 19). Christians are not justified by their 
oiaKovia, however strenuous or successful it may be. Jesus himself 
actually uses the Kvpios SovXos metaphor to make this truth quite 
clear: 'Who is there of you having a SovXos ploughing . . . when he is 
come in from the field . . . that will not say unto him, Make ready . . . 
and serve (oiaKovdv) me. . . 1 Doth he thank the oovXos because he did 
all the things that were commanded? Even so ye also, when you have 
done all the things that were commanded you, say, We are unprofitable 
oovXoi: we have done that which it was our duty to do' (Luke 17.7-10). 
All our SidKovia must be inspired by gratitude for the free mercy and 
gift of God; it is not the earning of a reward but the utterly inadequate 
acknowledgment of a debt that can never be paid. It is our privilege 
that we are made owtpyol 6cov (I Cor. 3.9; cf. Ill John 8). 

But this participation in the SiaKovla of Christ himself necessarily 
involves suffering: 'A oovXos is not greater than his Kvptos. If they 
persecuted me, they will also persecute you' (John 15.20). 'I rejoice in 
my sufferings for your sake, and fill up on my part that which is lacking 
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of the afflictions of Christ in my flesh for his body's sake, which is the 
Church, whereof I was made a SHIKOVOS (Col. 1.24f.); cf. Phil. 3.10, 
v TraB^anov avrov\ Gal. 6.17, 'I bear branded (i.e. like a 
on my body the marks of Jesus'; II Cor. 4.10, etc. Jesus himself 
had taught that discipleship involved taking up one's cross (Mark 8 34; 
cf. Luke 9.57f.). The privilege of Christians is that of suffering with their 
Master, and this suffering with Christ is the means by which the know- 
ledge of Christ is deepened and assured. St John, as so often, puts the 
truth in his own distinctive way: 'No longer do 1 call you SouAoi, for 
the SoSAo? knoweth not what his Kvpios doeth: but I have called you 
^lAot' (John 15.15). The way of obedience is the means to the intimate, 
personal knowledge of God in Christ, which is the reward of disciple- 
ship ; but obedience, though it is necessarily the first word in the vocabul- 
ary of discipleship, is not the last word. Friendship (^lAia), 1 or as the 
conception is more usually expressed, dyaTrrj, is the final word in the 
dialogue between God and man, because . God's ultimate word to 
mankind is Christ. 

Closely connected with the concept of SICLKOVLO. is the new and 
distinctively Christian virtue of humility or lowliness (rancLvo^poavvrj)] 

cf. Acts 20 19, 8ov\vajv TW Kvpiw pcra TGL7rivo<f>po<TVvr)s; Eph. 4.2; 

Phil. 2.3; Col. 3.12; I Pet. 5.5. We might define humility as the quality 
of mind and heart which makes a man content with the privilege of 
serving another; it is the antithesis of pride and self-exaltation. The 
ancient world had hardly recognized humility as a virtue before the 
Christian ethic was taught; Josephus and Epictetus had used 
Ta7Tcwo<f>poavv7), but only in a bad sense as denoting pusillanimity. 2 
In Eph. 4.2 and Col. 3.12 humility is associated with meekness 
(npavrris), a conjunction of virtues which sends us at once back to 
Jesus's own description of himself: 'I am meek and lowly in heart' 
(Trpavs dpi KO.I raircwos rfj KapSiq) (Matt. 11.29; cf. 21.5), and to his 
Beatitude upon the meek (of Trpacls) (Matt. 5.5; cf. Ps. 37.11). It was 
Jesus who taught that humility was a characteristic of the members of 
the divine realm: 'Whosoever shall humble himself (TaTravaWi cavrov) 
as this little child, the same is the greater in the kingdom of heaven' 
(Matt. 18.4): 'He that is greater among you shall be your SIOLKOVOS. 
And whosoever shall exalt himself shall be humbled ; and whosoever 
shall humble himself shall be exalted' (Matt. 23.1 If.). In illustration of 
the value of humility he told the vivid parables of the Scramble for the 

1 The word ^iAia in fact occurs in NT only at James 4 4: 1} <iAi'a rov Koapov cxOpa 
TOV 9cov conv. Perhaps #Aoi became a technical term for Christians (cf. Ill John 14; 
John 11.1 1). In later Judaism Abraham was called </>iXos SeoC (James 2 23, II Chron. 
20.7, Isa. 41.8), and in Wisd. 7.27 Wisdom is said to make 'holy souls' #Aot ScoC. 

2 The word is not found in LXX, 
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Chief Seats at the Marriage Feast (Luke 14.7-11) and of the Pharisee 
and the Publican (Luke 18.9-14). 

JESUS AND THE CHURCH 

It is not long since it was widely held that Jesus himself had no 
intention at all of founding a Church. The reason given (e.g. by A. 
Schweitzer) was that he expected the parousia to follow immediately 
upon his death. Eschatology and a doctrine of the Church were incom- 
patible. Today we see clearly that the biblical eschatology always 
involved a doctrine of the Church as the Messianic community of the 
last times, the gathering together by the Shepherd-Messiah of the 
scattered, elect people of God, the corporate Son of Man which con- 
stitutes the persona of the Christ, or the body of which he is the Head. 
The NT indicates clearly enough that Jesus conceived of his divinely 
appointed mission as that of creating the Church, the new people of 
God, and that from the beginning he intended that there should be a 
definite ministry within it, that is, an appointed order of ministers who 
should serve it in the capacity of 'shepherd-rulers' : the 'greater* were 
to be the servants (Sia/covot) of all. 

In two passages only in the Gospels is Jesus recorded as having 
used the term eV/cA^cria (or its Aramaic equivalent, whatever that might 
be). One of them is easily dealt with, for it raises no difficulty: 'If he 
refuse to hear them (i e. the two or three witnesses), tell it to the 
cKKXyvta, and if he refuse to hear the eWA^ai'a also, let him be unto 
thee as the Gentile and the publican' (Matt. 18.17). The difficulty which 
this passage raises does not concern the word eV/cA^cria, but the phrase 
'Gentile and publican' : did Jesus really use the term 'Gentile' in such 
a disparaging way, as the Jews did, and did the 'friend of publicans' 
refer to them in the harsh tones of the rabbis? We may reasonably 
conjecture that the verse as it stands is coloured by the Jewish-Christian 
environment in which this part of the Matthaean tradition of the words 
of the Lord was developed. But if Jesus said anything of this kind at 
all, about reporting an offender to the cKKXrjvta, he meant by whatever 
term he may have used nothing more than the local congregation (so 
RV mg ), a particular gathering of his followers. The word therefore is un- 
techmcal and carries no great significance for the doctrine of the Church. 

The other passage is Matt. 16.18, which contains part of the Lord's 
reply to St Peter's confession of his Messiahship: av cl Uerpo^ Kal cVi 
rain-?/ TTJ 7TTpq. cH/co^o/zTjcroj fiov Tyv cKK\rjaav. Recent scholarship no 
longer rejects the saying out of hand. 1 The integrity of the text cannot 

1 Cf. esp. K. L. Schmidt, TWNT, ET, The Church, 35-50; O. Cullmann, Peter: 
Disciple, Apostle, Martyr, ET, 1953, 158-212. 
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be impugned; the passage is cited from Justin Martyr onwards. The fact 
that Matt, alone contains the passage is no argument against it, for the 
verses 16.17-19 are thoroughly Semitic in character and must have 
originated in the early Palestinian community. Nor is the fact very 
significant that we do not know what Aramaic word for KK\7jaia Jesus 
might have used; K. L. Schmidt suggests kenishta\ which is used both 
for KK\Tjata and avvayajyy in Syriac versions a language closely 
akin to the Palestinian Aramaic of the time of our Lord. The saying, if 
genuine, indicates that Jesus thought that the future community of his 
disciples was going to become the true cKKXrjaia &ov instead of the old 
Israel; we may note the future tense, oiVoSo/i^o-co. The conception is 
entirely congruous with what we have already on other grounds dis- 
covered to be Jesus's view of his own person and mission : the true 
eVcjcAi?(7ta &ov would come into existence when he, the Son-of-Man- 
Servant-Messiah, had ratified the new covenant in his own blood. 
Jesus is saying that St Peter will be the foundation-stone of the spiritual 
house (cf. I Pet. 2.5) which through the making of a new covenant was 
to take the place of the old Israel and its Temple, an idea which has 
been preserved in another form in the Fourth Gospel (John 2.19-21 ; 
cf. 4.20-24). 

The Gospel tradition contains sufficient evidence that Jesus addressed 
a special charge to St Peter and gave to him a special commission. In 
Matt. 16.17-19 Jesus declares him to be the rock on which the Church 
will be built, and built so securely that the demonic powers ('gates of 
Hades') will not prevail against it. The keys of the Kingdom of heaven, 
representing the power to bind and loose in heaven as well as in the 
Church on earth, are promised to St Peter, though this power of bind- 
ing in heaven is later promised to all the disciples (Matt. 18.18; cf. John 
20.23). 1 In Luke 22.28-34, a solemn saying of Christ before his passion, 
Jesus covenants (&<m'0e/4cu) the ftaaiAda, which his Father had coven- 
anted to him, to his disciples, making them participants of his royal 
table and viceregents on his behalf in the New Israel ; Peter is singled 
out, as if to receive some kind of pastoral primacy: 'Simon, Simon, 
behold, Satan obtained thee for the asking, that he might sift thee as 
wheat: but I made supplication for thee, that thy faith fail not: and 
do thou, when once thou hast turned again, stablish (arTjpifeu/) thy 
brethren.' This passage is peculiar to St Luke, though Matthew gives 
the saying about sitting on thrones judging the twelve tribes of Israel 
in another context (Matt. 19.28). In the appendix to the Fourth Gospel 
a special commission is given to St Peter to feed the flock of Christ 
(John 21.15-17) and a veiled prophecy is put into the mouth of Jesus 

1 See infra, 317-9. 
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concerning Peter's death as a martyr (21.18f.). It would seem, therefore, 
that the Gospel tradition attests a certain primacy of St Peter in the 
apostolic group to which Jesus committed the pastoral oversight of his 
flock. At least there is no need whatever to doubt the authenticity of 
the word of the Lord concerning Peter as the rock upon which he would 
build his Church. Cullmann conjectures that the rock-saying, which 
St Matthew has interpolated into the Marcan narrative of Peter's Con- 
fession, properly belongs to the passion sayings of the Lord and is of 
the same cycle of tradition as the Lucan 'Stablish thy brethren'. 1 The 
suggestion is plausible: Jesus, about to offer his life-blood for the mak- 
ing of a new covenant on behalf of the Israel that he has come to gather, 
declares that he will build his new people of God upon St Peter as the 
foundation-rock. 

It should be noted that Jesus says he will build his Church, not on 
the Messiahship that Peter confessed, not on the faith that Peter held, 
not on the revelation that Peter received (Matt. 16.17), but quite simply 
on St Peter himself. Elsewhere in the NT the apostles and prophets are 
collectively said to be the foundation upon which is built the household 
of God, and Christ is the corner-stone (Eph. 2.20; cf. I Pet. 2.6f.; 
Rev. 21.14); or again in another place Christ is declared to be the only 
foundation of the Church (I Cor. 3.11 ; cf. Isa. 28.16). But here St Peter 
is declared by Jesus to be the foundation-rock. He explains the title 
ntrpos by saying that his cKKXijaia was to be built upon this Trcrpa. In 
the Greek Wrpo? (masc ) means a 'stone' and Wrpa (fern.) means a 
rock (cf. Rom. 9.33; I Cor. 10.4; I Pet. 2.8); in Aramaic the word would 
be the same in each case: 'You are Kepha* and upon this kepha* I will 
build my Church.' 2 The words of Jesus are best understood as a 
prophecy, and one which came true: upon Simon Peter and his labours 
the existence of the Church in its early days seems to have quite liter- 
ally depended, if the matter is viewed from a purely human point of 
view. Had Peter failed, there would have been no Church. But to say 
'had Peter failed' takes no account of the operation of the divine 
election. St Peter perfectly illustrates the NT teaching concerning 
election. 3 Jesus knows Peter better than he knows himself and tells him 
what he will do in the crisis that has overtaken him. Peter is free to do 
otherwise, but he does not in fact do otherwise; he denies his Master, 
as Jesus predicted. Yet that he knows himself to have been free, though 
in a sense predetermined by his own character, is evidenced by his 
repentance: 'When he thought thereon, he wept' (Mark 14.72). Jesus 
prophesied that Peter, despite his weakness and denial, would be the 
strong and sure foundation for the Church of the New Covenant. 

1 Op. at., 182f. 2 Cullmann, op. cit., 185. 3 See K. L. Schmidt, op. cit. t 44. 
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That Peter was regarded as the Chief Pastor of the early Church is 
attested by John 21.15-17, which by the time it was written was a 
prophecy after the event, although there is no reason to suppose that 
the verses do not preserve a genuinely historical tradition of the Lord's 
commissioning of St Peter. Christ's choice of Peter as the foundation- 
stone of his Church is as mysterious and as real as God's election of 
Israel: Peter is chosen, is disobedient, but remains the chosen instru- 
ment of God's will; despite his failings and failures he fulfils the pur- 
pose for which he and his fellow-witnesses were 'chosen before of God' 
(Acts 10.41). It should perhaps be added, in view of later developments 
in the history of the Church, that neither Matt. 16.17-19 nor any other 
part of the NT contains a hint of any 'successors' of St Peter. Indeed, 
in Matt. 16.18 St Peter is assigned a unique position in the divine 
economy of salvation ; the entire significance of the saying of Jesus 
depends upon the once-only character of a foundation-stone. The 
stones that are laid upon it are not foundation-stones at all. Nothing is 
said in John 21.15-17 about any successor of St Peter, although at the 
time the words were written the question would have been a real one, 
if the primitive Church had thought in terms of a literal succession in 
the primacy. The significance of St Peter in the NT is determined by 
his own unique relationship to his Lord and by the part which he 
played in history as the foundation-stone of the new building by which 
Judaism and its Temple were now replaced in the saving purpose of 
God. 

We must conclude that Jesus intended to 'found' the Church. The 
expression 'the Founder of the Church' (to say nothing of 'the Founder 
of Christianity' !) is inadequate in its modern connotation to express 
the full NT truth about the relation of Jesus to his Church. To modern 
ears it suggests merely the setting up of an association of like-minded 
people who are eager to promote a good cause, as one might 'found' 
a charitable organization or a religious society; the metaphor of 
building in its biblical sense has almost entirely disappeared from the 
phrase. Christ is not so much the 'Founder' of the Church as he is 
himself the Church, since the Church is not a company of like-minded 
people, but the body of those who have been incorporated into the 
persona of Christ, lotus Christus, the head and the members. Thus, the 
future tense (ot/coSo/z^aco) used by the historical Jesus is significant: 
there could be no Church of the New Covenant until Christ had died 
and was risen. The Church was not constituted by a number of admiring 
disciples who had gathered around the personality of the historical 
Jesus (cf. II Cor. 5.16); it was not the haburah of an individual rabbi, 
even if that rabbi was Jesus Messiah. The Church came into being with 
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the pouring out of the Holy Spirit by the risen and ascended Lord upon 
the disciples who awaited the fulfilment of his promise (Mark 9.1 ; John 
20.22; Acts 1.8; 2.1-4). This is another way of saying that the Church 
is the resurrection-body of Jesus Christ: 'even though we have known 
Christ after the flesh, yet now we know him so no more. If any man be 
in Christ, there is a new creation' (II Cor. 5.16f.). 



MINISTRIES WITHIN THE CHURCH 



THE whole Church constitutes an apostolic and priestly min- 
istry, in which every individual member has a share. But 
within the total ministry of the Church in NT times there was 
a variety of 'ministrations' and 'operations' (cVcpy^ara, found only at 
I Cor. 12.6, 10), for which the individual ministrants were empowered 
by appropriate endowments of the Holy Spirit (I Cor. 12.4-11). Unfor- 
tunately we can obtain from the NT only a very indistinct picture of 
these ministries and operations. We cannot even tell which of them 
were regarded as distinct 'orders' within the Church and which were 
only functions or offices. Nothing could more pointedly illustrate the 
casual nature of the NT literature; not even the Acts of the Apostles 
gives us a coherent account of the ministry of the early Church. St Luke, 
like the writers of the Epistles, mentions bishops, presbyters, prophets, 
and so on, and assumes that his readers will know precisely what is 
meant. Unfortunately for the most part we can only guess. Even if all 
the denominations of the World Council of Churches agreed tomorrow 
to set up a common ministry on the NT pattern, their scholars would not 
be able to tell them what that pattern was. The true or 'apostolic' 
ministry of the Church cannot be determined archaeologically. It is 
hardly surprising that the post-Reformation sectarians, who sought 
to reconstruct the ministry of the primitive Church from the evidence 
of the NT, could not agree amongst themselves about how that ministry 
was constituted. They laboured under the disadvantage of living some 
centuries before the revolution in historical method, which was the 
achievement of the nineteenth century, and they consequently could 
have no conception of the relation of the NT documents to the living 
growth of the primitive Christian communities. Today we know that 
the NT Scriptures were not given to us as divinely inspired blueprints of 
ecclesiastical polity, upon which every detail of church organization 
must be modelled. The NT writings must be understood historically, 
that is, in relation to a development which emerges into clearer daylight 
in the time of St Clement of Rome or St Ignatius of Antioch : the living 
tradition of developing church order is 'inspired' by the Holy Spirit as 
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well as the writings that were later collected in the NT canon. The 
writings are to be interpreted by the organic development of the 
Church's life, not received as divine oracles that have miraculously 
dropped down from heaven, to be interpreted unhistorically without 
any reference to the Church as it came to exist in the second century. 
The question that should be asked about any particular branch of the 
Church Catholic, or any particular denomination or Christian sect, is 
not whether it conforms archaeologically to an assumed NT pattern of 
ministry, but whether it manifests the threefold character of the NT 
church its apostolic, priestly and ministerial character. It should be 
asked in what ways cVicr/coTnJ, icpaxrvvr) and 8ia/c<Wa, which we have seen 
to be essential forms of the life of the apostolic Church, are manifested 
or obscured both in the total laity and in the particular ministerial 
organization. This is the only rational question to ask, in view of the 
fact that, as we shall see, it is impossible to draw a picture of the minis- 
tries within the apostolic Church, save in the most general terms. The 
NT evidence is at many points so embarrassingly ambiguous that it is 
almost impossible to avoid the danger of interpreting it in terms of the 
particular church polity which we happen to admire. But if we ask about 
the manifestation of CTTKTKOTT^, Upwcrvvrj and SiaKovta in our church 
life and order, none of the churches or denominations of the world 
Christian community today would find occasion for complacency or 
for pointing to the mote in their brother's eye. 

'THE TWELVE' 

We begin with the twelve disciples of the historical Jesus, rather than 
with 'the apostles' as such, because several NT passages suggest that 
'the apostles' were a wider company than the original 'disciples'. 'The 
disciples' (ot nad^raC) are mentioned several times by St Mark before 
he tells how Jesus 'made twelve (cvrot^oe ScuSe/ca), that they might be 
with him, and that he might send (atroarlXXrl) them to preach (the 
cvayyc'Aiov), and to have authority to cast out demons' (Mark 3.14f.). 
The clause which some MSS. insert after 'he made twelve', viz. 'whom 
also he named apostles', cannot be regarded as original and is trans- 
ferred to the margin by RV. The parallel Lucan text runs, 'He called 
his disciples, and he chose from them twelve, whom also he named 
apostles' (Luke 6.13). St Matthew has no account of the choice of the 
Twelve; they simply appear as an existing group at 10.1. St Mark's 
setting for the solemn calling of the Twelve the great company from 
all over Palestine (3.7f.), the confession of Christ's Sonship by the un- 
clean spirits, the high mountain makes it clear that a new Israel is 
being fashioned on a new Sinai, a truth which is further underlined by 
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the choice of twelve. The apostles are, as it were, the twelve patriarchs 
of the new people of God. 1 'Ye shall sit upon twelve thrones, judging 
the twelve tribes of Israel' (Matt. 19.28; cf. Luke 22.30). There is no 
reason whatever to doubt that Jesus did in fact appoint twelve special 
disciples out of the wider circle of his followers, in order to emphasize 
the truth of his teaching that he was come to build a new house of 
Israel, a new eWAqata Qeov. Moreover, it is improbable, as some have 
suggested, that his appointment of the Twelve was intended to be merely 
temporary, as though they were 'apostled' only for the duration of the 
mission recorded in Mark 6.7-13, Matt. 10.1-15 and Luke 9.1-6. 2 It is 
true that St Mark and St Matthew each use aTroaroXos only once, and 
that each uses it only in connection with the mission of the Twelve 
(Mark 6.30; M^tt. 10.2; cf. Luke 9.10); but there is no reason to 
suppose that they did not share the general belief of the NT Church 
that the Lord had appointed twelve apostles. 3 Indeed, Matthew's 
casual introduction of the group with the phrase 'the twelve apostles' 
(10.2) suggests that he expected all his readefs to understand what he 
meant. There are, however, certain passages in the Gospels which 
represent Christ as giving a solemn and continuing commission to the 
twelve disciples. Perhaps the most remarkable of these is the Lucan 
account of the Last Supper and of the words spoken by our Lord on the 

1 It is quite probable that the early Church speculated about which apostle repre- 
sented which tribe of Israel (or patriarch), e.g. Simon Peter for Simeon, and so on. 
Dr Farrer has drawn attention to the remarkable fact that, as in the OT there are 
really twelve tribes of Israel plus Levi, the priest-tribe, so in St Mark's Gospel there 
are twelve apostles plus Levi, who is 'called* as Peter and Andrew, James and John 
have been called (Mark 2.13f.), but who is not enumerated as one of the twelve 
(3.16-19). St Paul, as one 'born out of due time' (I Cor. 15 8), would fit into this 
scheme as the Benjamin of the New Israel (cf. Rom. 11.1; Phil. 3.5). See Austin 
Farrer, A Study in St Mark, esp. Chap. XIV. The title 'the Twelve' has become a 
technical term in the Gospels, where it occurs more than a score of times, ten of 
them in Mark. 

2 St Luke (alone of the evangelists) knows of a mission of the Seventy, a symbolic 
number (Gen. 10) representing all the nations of the earth (Luke 10.1-20). Mark is 
not thinking of a mission to Jews only: the number twelve is representative for him 
of the fulness of the New Israel, which is drawn from all the nations But Matthew 
records a tradition which insists that the mission of Jesus is to Israel only (Matt. 
10.5f.). St Luke is naturally anxious to counteract the Jewish-Christian interpreta- 
tion of the episode of the sending out of the Twelve, which was a symbolic or pro- 
phetic gesture on the part of the Lord. He does this by reporting a mission of the 
Seventy, about whom nothing further is heard after they have reported their success 
(Luke 10.17-20). None of the three Synoptists says anything at all about the success 
or failure of the mission of the Twelve: that was not significant its significance lies 
solely in the fact that it was undertaken as a 'prophetic sign 1 (in the OT sense) that 
the Messianic reign of God was at hand. St Luke does not call the Seventy 
dTrdcrroAoi, but he uses the verb oTroareAActv in connection with their mission at 
10.1 and 10.3 (cf. also 10.16). 

3 Cf. Luke 6.13; 9.10; 17.5; 22.14; 24.10. The expression 'the apostles' has be- 
come synonymous with 'the disciples', but it is still fluid in its meaning for St Luke, 
who can use it of the OT prophets (11.49, irpojyras KO.\ airooroXovs, instead of the 
'prophets and wise men and scribes' of Matt. 23.34). 
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occasion of it (Luke 22.14-38). The whole passage should be studied 
as a unity, for it combines the making of the New Covenant with the 
institution of the Eucharist in the Church (the drinking of the fruit 
of the vine in the days of God's /fao-iAeia, 22.18) and with the commis- 
sioning of the apostles in respect of emcr/coTTTy, Upajmjvrj and SiaKovia. 
Critics of the Gospels have for so long been absorbed with the question 
about the sources from which St Luke derived the components of his 
narrative that they have almost forgotten to ask what truth he intended 
to teach by his somewhat bold and novel rearrangement of the 
traditional material in this form. 

What we have in the Lucan story of the Last Supper is nothing less 
than an account of the ordination of the apostolic ministry of the 
Church in a euchanstic setting, doubtless reflecting the custom of the 
primitive Church of performing the ceremony of ordination during 
the liturgical worship of the congregation. Of course, St Luke knew well 
enough that the actual endowing of the apostles with 'power from on 
high* did not and could not take place until after the resurrection and 
ascension of Christ (Luke 24.49; Acts 1.5, 8), but he nevertheless 
presents the scene of the Last Supper, when 'the hour was come and 
Jesus was sat down and the apostles with him' (Luke 22. 14), as the solemn 
ritual of ordination, the speaking by the Lord of the words of com- 
mission to his chosen apostles, just as the words over the bread and the 
cup constitute the ritual of his own self-oblation which is to follow on 
Calvary. The words which Jesus now speaks constitute the rite of the 
ordination of the royal priesthood of the New Israel. At this solemn 
covenant-making on behalf of the new people of God's possession 
Jesus covenants to his apostles pamXtia not 'a kingdom' (RV), but 
'royal authority' or 'kingly rule'. The image of the giving of the 
jSaaiAeia to the people of the saints of the Most High (cf. Luke 12.32) 
is, of course, drawn from Dan. 7.14, 27, and is charged with biblical 
meaning; 1 here the fulfilment of Daniel's prophecy is represented as 
about to take place in the handing over of /faatAec'a to the apostles of 
the new e/c/cA^ata co. That authority within and over the cWArjai'a 
itself is intended is proved by the words, known also to St Matthew 
(Matt. 19.28), 'Ye shall sit on thrones judging the twelve tribes of 
Israel' (Luke 22.30). It is, of course, the new Israel of God which is 
meant. That is to say, pastoral oversight and rule (eVwr/coTn? as the 
Church later understood it) is committed to the apostles. The 
symbolism of the Bpovoi is quite simply that which in later ages of 
the Church was developed in the symbol of the bishop's throne 
(cathedra), which was at once the sign of his authority as teacher 

1 See supra, 87. 
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and as ruler; it is the chair both of the learned doctor and of the 
magistrate. 

The Lucan text (only) says also that the apostles are appointed to 
their kingly rule in order that (Iva) they might eat and drink at Christ's 
table in his ftounfcla (22.30). The idea of the Messianic banquet was, of 
course, familiar both in Judaism and in the teaching of Jesus (Matt. 
8.1 1 ; Luke 13.29: 14.15; 22.18); but in this context we must understand 
the Church's eschatological anticipation of the Messianic banquet in 
the weekly Eucharist. The table of the Lord' had a particular meaning 
for primitive Christianity (cf. I Cor. 10.21), and it inevitably carried 
with it the suggestion of a priesthood that is fed from the table or altar 
which it serves (I Cor. 9.13; 10.16-21; Heb. 13.10; cf. Lev. 6.16, 26; 
7.6, etc.; Num. 5.9f.; 18.8-20; Deut. 18.1; Ecclus. 45.21). The appoint- 
ment of places at the table of the Lord means that Christ is consecrating 
a new priesthood of those who will share in his Upwcrvvrj and who will 
offer through his priesthood the Church's oblations. Christ is thus 
represented as consecrating the apostles as the ministers of the eucharis- 
tic feast, at which he himself will be present (Luke 22.18), those who 
are to break the bread and pour the wine, the priests of the table that 
is set up in his jSoonAeta, of which the Church on earth is the eschato- 
logical sign. They are the \uTovpyol of the new royal priesthood which 
is formed by the whole cWA^aia Qeov. Lastly in this connection it 
should be noted that great emphasis is placed in this passage upon 
SiaKovta, in the sense of self-effacing, humble, even menial, service, after 
the model of Christ himself, o SIO.KOVWV (Luke 22.24-27); it would seem 
that St Luke has almost gone out of his way to bring into this context 
of the Last Supper-Ordination elements which in Matthew and Mark 
are found in quite different contexts (Mark 9.34; 10.42f.; Matt. 18.1-5; 
20.25-27). It is as though he is determined to stress SiaKovta as an 
essential character of the apostolic ministry. 

It is, then, difficult to doubt that in this whole passage (Luke 22. 14-38) 
St Luke is setting forth in his own individual style the significance of 
Jesus's appointment of the apostolic ministry to the offices of eiriaKony, 
Upwavvri and 8ta/coi/ta within the Church. It is St Luke's method to 
present his own stylized sketch of history in order to bring out its 
underlying truth; we have seen how he has done this in respect of his 
'Elijah' typology and of his Pentecost typology; and we need not be 
surprised to find him here also rearranging and re-presenting the 
traditional Gospel material in order to communicate his own personal 
insight into the meaning of 'those matters which have been fulfilled 
among us'. If to anyone today this interpretation of Luke 22.14-38 
seems far-fetched or artificial, let him ask himself what else these 
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verses could mean in the light of the developing eucharistic worship 
and episcopal-presbyteral church-order of the later years of the first 
century, when St Luke was meditating deeply upon the significance of 
the Gospel tradition in the light of the expansion of the faith from its 
beginnings as a Jewish sect in Jerusalem to its existence as the Empire- 
wide community of the disciples of the Way. It should not surprise us 
that St Luke should seek for the origins of the remarkable consumma- 
tion of 'all that Jesus began' (Acts 1.1) in the commission given by 
the Lord to his twelve original disciples, and that he should find in the 
tradition of the Lord's words the clue to the astonishing growth of the 
ecumenical Church of which he had made himself the historian. We 
may notice that his 'ordination-charge', if so we may consider Luke 
22.24-38, includes a reference to the leading part to be played by St 
Peter in 'stablishing' his brethren (22.32), and it concludes with a 
reference to an implied 'sending forth' (cf. the use of the verb aTroorcAAccv 
in 22.35) which was to be a sterner and more strenuous campaign than 
the earlier mission of the Twelve had been. 

THE POWER OF THE KEYS 

St Matthew's Gospel also contains a commissioning by Jesus of 
his disciples, but it takes a form quite different from St Luke's. It is 
given in two contexts, first to St Peter alone, then to the disciples in 
general. In Matt. 16.19 Jesus says to St Peter, 'I will give unto thee 
the keys of the Kingdom of Heaven, and whatsoever thou shalt bind 
on earth shall be bound in heaven, and whatsoever thou shalt loose on 
earth shall be loosed in heaven.' In Matt. 18.18 the same commis- 
sion, but without mention of the keys, is addressed by Jesus to the 
disciples in general (cf. 18.1). The omission of the reference to the keys 
in the second instance is probably unimportant, because 'the keys of 
the Kingdom of Heaven' is only a poetic way of saying the same thing 
as is said by the words about binding and loosing. 

The metaphor of the keys which open and shut the gates of heaven 
is readily understandable. The Jewish rabbis who interpreted the 
Torah were considered to possess the keys of the heavenly doors; but 
Jesus is recorded as speaking strong words about their stewardship of 
them: 'Woe unto you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! because ye 
shut the Kingdom of Heaven against men : for ye enter not in yourselves, 
neither suffer ye them that are entering in to enter' (Matt. 23.13). 
Not Torah but Christ is the key of heaven : so we read in Rev. 3.7 that 
Christ is 'he that openeth, and none shall shut, and that shutteth, and 
none openeth', and also that Christ has 'the key of David' (cf. Rev. 1.18, 
'I have the keys of Death and of Hades'). The expression 'the key of 
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David' is a reference to Isa. 22.22, where Yahweh lays the key of the 
house of David upon the shoulder of Eliakim the priest, 'and he shall 
open, and none shall shut; and he shall shut and none shall open.' 
The bestowal of the keys, whether those of the Davidic royal house to 
Eliakim or those of the Kingdom of Heaven to St Peter, means the 
handing over of the responsibility of stewardship, authority over the 
household, and the right to admit to it or to exclude from it. Christ is 
committing to St Peter representatively, i.e. to the Church, the power to 
act in his name, the dread responsibility of inclusion in or exclusion 
from the eschatological realities of the realm of salvation ('heaven'). 
This is what is involved in the saying about binding and loosing. 
Admission to or exclusion from the eWArjaia Xpurrov upon earth 
carries with it admission to or exclusion from the heavenly realm of 
salvation. 

'Binding' and 'loosing' in rabbinic usage mean in the first place to 
prohibit or to allow something; then to impose penalties or excom- 
munication upon someone or to acquit him. 1 In their Christian context, 
in view of the great stress laid upon the forgiveness of sins, their mean- 
ing will chiefly be that of 'retaining' or forgiving sins. To enter the 
fiatTiXcid rov @ov means to be forgiven, and vice versa. Thus the Fourth 
Evangelist rightly interprets the Gospel tradition when he places in the 
mouth of the Risen Lord words which are virtually a paraphrase of the 
commissioning of the disciples in Matt. 18.18: 'Whosesoever sins ye 
forgive, they are forgiven unto them; whosesoever sins ye retain, they 
are retained' (John 20.23). The Johannme version of the words occurs 
in the narrative of the appearance of the Risen Lord in the evening of 
the day of resurrection-ascension, when he breathes on 'the disciples' 
and imparts the promised Holy Spirit, commissioning them to exercise 
his own power of forgiving and retaining sins, with all that this implies. 
This episode constitutes the Johannine account of the ordination of the 
apostolic ministry of the Church, but as at Matt. 18.18 it is not possible 
to determine whether the ministerial power is being conferred upon the 
whole Church or upon a particular group within it, vaguely called 'the 
disciples' and probably to be identified with the Twelve. 2 This question 
cannot be answered by considering these passages by themselves; but 
in the light of developments in the Church in the days when St Matthew's 
and St John's Gospels were written, it would seem more probable that 
the Evangelists themselves would understand the ordination of a specific 
order of ministry within the Church. Such an order would act repre- 
sentatively on behalf of the whole Church, exercising the corporate 

1 See further O. Cullmann, Peter, op. c/7., 204f.; Strack-Bill., I, 738-47. 

2 The Fourth Evangelist never speaks of 'the apostles* or 'the Twelve*. 
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Tj of the body of Christ, but it would act also as the ministerial 
agent of the Risen Lord himself, as head of the body, deriving its 
authority and power from him rather than from the Church as 
such. 

We may conclude that Jesus chose the symbolic number of twelve 
disciples as the nucleus of his new people of God, and that he not only 
appointed them to assist in his own Galilean ministry of preaching 
and exorcism, but also he commissioned ('apostled') them to exercise 
his own ministry of ruling, feeding and serving the flock of God after 
his earthly task was done. Indeed, the ordination of the apostolic 
ministry did not and could not take place until after the resurrection- 
ascension and the gift of the Holy Spirit. The NT is emphatic that such 
an ordination of the Twelve took place after Christ's resurrection, 
though the different accounts of this ordination in Holy Spirit, as they 
appear in different NT books, are widely divergent as to the manner 
of it (Matt. 28.18-20; Mark 16.15-18; Luke 24.48f. with Acts 2.1-4; 
John 20.19-23). We cannot now from these records reconstruct an 
'historical' account of 'what happened', and it does not in the least 
matter that we cannot do so. Each of the writers of the NT accounts 
of the ordination of the apostolic ministry has 'stylized' the matter 
according to his own theological understanding of the significance of 
the truth that Christ set up on earth an apostolic ministry; and the 
revelation of the truth of the ministry of the Church has nothing to 
do with literalistic historicizing or archaeological reconstruction. 

THE APOSTLES 

By the end of the NT period usage had crystallized the word 'apostles' 
to mean 'the twelve apostles' (as in Matt. 10.2), 1 or the twelve apostles 
and St Paul. But the word is used in a wider sense than this in the NT 
generally, and it is virtually impossible to find a rationale for the word 
which will cover all cases. It is clearly a matter of great honour to be 
called an apostle, as the existence of ^euSaTrdaroAot (a hapax in all 
literature), 'fashioning themselves into anoaroXoi Xpurrov* (II Cor. 
11.13; cf. also Rev. 2.2), will testify. It is doubtless significant that the 
title is withheld from certain leading personalities in the Church, such 
as Apollos (I Cor. 3.5), Timothy, for whom other titles are found 
(II Cor. 1.1; Phil. 1.1; Col. 1.1; I Thess. 3.2; Philemon 1; I Tim. 1.2; 
II Tim. 1.2), and Titus (Titus 1.4). The refusal of the title to Titus is all 

1 Cf. Rev. 21.14, 'the twelve apostles of the Lamb', whose names are written on 
the foundations of the heavenly Jerusalem (cf. Eph. 2.20); we are not told that each 
apostle represents one of the twelve gates, on which are written the names of the 
twelve tribes of Israel, but the idea of the 'keys' does not seem far away. Cf. also 
the first footnote on p. 314 supra. 
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the more pointed when in II Cor. 8.16-24 St Paul is trying to commend 
Titus to the Corinthians in every way he can think of; cf. esp. v. 23 : 
'Whether (any enquire) about Titus, (he is) my partner and my fellow- 
worker to you-ward; or our brethren, (they are) aTroaroXot, of the 
churches, the glory of Christ.' Obviously in the NT period the title of 
apostle was not bestowed lightly. The Didache indicates that at a later 
period itinerant Christian evangelists were called apostles, but there is 
no such usage in the NT. 

There is perhaps one class of people called dno^oXoi in the NT, 
which may be left on one side as of no theological significance, although 
the use of the word in connection with them is in itself somewhat sur- 
prising. This is the class mentioned in II Cor. 8.23, quoted above, 
dnoaroXoL KK\r)auov, which RV rightly translates 'messengers of the 
churches', for they are not apostles at all in the technical sense of the 
word. They are trusty delegates sent out by one church on an errand to 
another, as when in Phil. 2.25 Epaphroditus, the anovToXos (RV, 
'messenger') of the Church of Philippi, is sent back there after his 
serious illness by St Paul. Clearly delegates of the churches must be 
distinguished from the a-rrocn-oXoi Xpiarov of II Cor. 1 1 . 1 3 or I Thess. 2.6 
(cf. Jude 17). Perhaps the recognition of a class of airoaroXot, cV/cA^atcDv, 
distinct altogether from that of diroaroXot Xpicn-ov, solves the problem 
raised by the fact that St Barnabas is called dTrdaroAo? in Acts 14.4 
and 14: he is an apostle of the Church of Antioch, commissioned for a 
special errand by that Church with the laying on of hands (Acts 13.3). 
Even so, it remains somewhat surprising that St Luke should use a 
phrase like ol d-rroaroXoL Bapvafias KOL IlavXos, in view of the fact that 
they were apostles of such very disparate orders. But the likelihood that 
two classes of anocrroXoi were recognized in the early Church is sup- 
ported by St Paul's insistence that he was an apostle of the first, or 
divinely appointed, order: 'Paul, an apostle not from men, neither 
through any individual man, but through Jesus Christ . . .' (Gal. 1.1); 
at least this verse lends plausibility to the suggestion that there were 
recognized man-appointed anoaroXoi in the Church of Paul's time. This 
assumption would seem to be the only possible solution for certain 
otherwise insoluble problems. What otherwise could we think about 
Andronicus and Junias in Rom. 16.7: 'Salute Andronicus and Junias, 
my fellow- Jews (cf. Rom. 9.3) and fellow-prisoners (1 where), who are 
of note among the apostles, who also have been in Christ before me' ? 
We gather from this verse that Andronicus and Junias were Hellenistic 
Jews (their names are Greek), perhaps of the company of St Stephen, 
for they were Christians before St Paul's conversion. The expression 'of 
note among the apostles' could mean 'well known to the apostles', but 
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scholarly opinion rejects this interpretation. 1 Junias (masc.) could 
equally well be Junia (fern.), since the text reads *Iowlw (ace.), in which 
case Andronicus and Junia would presumably be man and wife, like 
Aquila and Priscilla. The circle of apostles would then include women; 
indeed, St Chrysostom commented on the wonderful character of 
Junia, since she was counted worthy of the title of apostle! On the 
whole, it seems that Andronicus and his partner supply corroborative 
evidence of the existence of recognized d^ooroAoi cWA^aKSi/ quite 
distinct from the primary order of dTrooroAoi Xpurrov. 2 The only other 
person, apart from the Twelve and St Paul, who seems to be called an 
apostle is St James, the Lord's brother (Gal. 1.19: 'Other of the apostles 
saw I none, save James the Lord's brother'), if we may (with RV) 
assume that \LT\ means 'except' and not 'but only* (RV mg.). It may 
well be that, in view of James's status in the Church of Jerusalem, his 
relationship to the Lord, and his having seen the Risen Lord (I Cor. 
15.7), he was accorded the title of apostle (as would seem probable from 
Acts 15): but the evidence is not conclusive. On the whole it seems 
reasonable to conclude that in the Church of apostolic times the only 
men who were regarded as apostles in the full and primary sense, i.e. 
aTToaroXoL Xpiarov, were the Twelve, including Matthias, together 
with St Paul and perhaps St James. In addition to these there was 
another and altogether inferior class of aTrocn-oAoi cV/cA^awSv, that is, 
delegates who had been sent on an errand from one church to another 
(e.g. Epaphroditus) or upon some special commission on behalf of their 
local church (e.g. Barnabas). The difference was that the former received 
their commission (apostleship) directly from the Lord himself while 
the latter were commissioned by some local church. ,/ 

APOSTLESHIP sj/^-t^ii L 

The original ministry in the Church was a divinely appointed 
'apostolic ministry' (for so we may translate the phrase in Acts 1.25, 
oiaKovia Kal dTToorroArJ). The word aTTooroA^ is used four times in the 
NT (Acts 1.25; Rom. 1.5; I Cor. 9.2; Gal. 2.8) and, taken together, 

1 See Sanday and Headlam, Romans (ICQ, adloc. ; C. H. Dodd, Romans (Moffatt), 
ad toe.; K. H. Rengstorf, TWNT, ET, Apostleship, 1952, 28; C. K. Barrett, The 
Epistle to the Romans, 283. 

2 There is a further obscurity, which can hardly be removed by the hypothesis of 
'apostles of the churches*, since such an order could hardly then have existed: in 
I Cor. 15.5 Paul mentions an appearance of the Risen Lord to the Twelve (but there 
were only eleven: however, 'the Twelve' has become a technical term) and then in 
v. 7 mentions an appearance to 'all the apostles'. This suggests that 'the apostles' 
was a wider group than the Twelve. But such a conclusion would be precarious. 
Perhaps Paul knew of the tradition that St Thomas was absent when Jesus first 
appeared to 'the Twelve* (and, of course, the place of Judas was unfilled); perhaps 
he means that at the last appearance of the Risen Lord all the apostles were present, 
including St Thomas and the elected Matthias. We can but conjecture. 
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these references emphasize the truth that apostleship is a matter entirely 
of divine commissioning (cf. Gal. 1.1, 11 f.). AtIhC-filCtfelL f Matthias 
itj_GQd who must select a new apostle to fill the j>lace left vacant by 
tfee .defection of Judas, and the number of the Twelve is made up before 
the commissioning with 'power from oaiigh' takes place (Acts 1.15- 
2.4). Our view must be that apostleship in the NT is constituted by the 
"commissioning of particular men, called apostles, by the Risen Christ } 
himself; their apostleship must be attested and recognized by the 
Jghurch, or at leasLby. the other apostles (Gal. 2.6-9). Aj^ostleship is 
grincipally concerned with the stewardship and the preaching of the 
Gosj>el (Rom. 1.1; I Cor. 9.16f.; Gal. 1.1, 11; 2.2); it is a matter of 
being 'entrusted with the Gospel' (Gal. 2.7). It might even be thought 
that it involved appointment to an apostolic "cure* in a particular field 
or area or ethnic group (Gal. 2.7f.), but such a conclusion could not be 
substantiated. iQjhe nature of the case the apostolic ministry could be 
founded only once; and thatjs why there is only one generation of 
apostles and no more. The number of the Twelve must be made up 
before the ordination of the apostolate takes place; after it has taken 
place, it is not necessary to elect any further apostle when an apostle 
dies . St Luke records no fresh election after the execution of St James 
(Acts 12. If.). The apostolic ministry which the Risen Lord has ordained 
will now henceforward make due provision for the continuation of 
cirioKOTTri, Upaiavvrj and SuiKovia in the Church of the Messiah; but the 
continuing ministry in the Churc^i will not be ordained by the direct, 
unmediated action of the Risen Lord (John 20.21 -23j Acts 2J I 4j - Matt. 
28.19f.; Mark 16.15), butby his action through his body, the Church, 
that is^Jby^Christ's acting through the appropriate ministerial organ 
('member',! Cor. 12.12) of his body. This is what ordination to the 
ministry of the Church of God has meant ever since the first apostles 
appointed in all the churches a ministry which could act in their 
absence (e.g. Acts 14.23). In due course the apostolate was removed 
by death, and in its place an appointed ministry, the ministerial 
agents of Christ m his body, was established in every church.^ ~ ' ~~ 
J^It is commonly asserted that the qualification for apostleship in the 
primitive Church was to have seen the Risen Lord. The evidence quoted 
is that of I Cor. 9.1 ('Am I not an apostle? have I not seen Jesus our 
Lord? 9 ); in I Cor. 15.8f. Paul again seems to connect his apostleship 
with having seen the Lord, even if 'out of due time'. There is, however, 
a simple but quite conclusive disproof of the view that St Paul con- 
sidered that having seen the Risen Lord was the qualification of an 
apostle, viz. the record of the appearance to 'above five hundred 
n at once 9 (I Cor. 15.6). It is obvious that Paul did not consider 
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all these d&A^oi to be apostlesHt is not Jhaving seen the_Riscn Christ, 
byLiXiQ&_ been oimnissioned .by him that creates an apostle. Nor is 
the fact of having companied with Jesus and his entourage from the 
days of John the Baptist a sufficient qualification for apostleship, for 
UoseEl^caJle^arsabbas surnamed Justus* had done that (Acts 1.21-23), 
but he is not made an apostle. Even though we cannot now be certain 
how the primitive Church understood the commissioning by the Risen 
Lord to have taken place, since the accounts of this supernatural event 
vary considerably, there is ample evidence from the different NT strata 
that the Church implicitly believed that the apostles had been com- 
missioned by the Risen Lord (Matt 28.18-20; Mark 16.15; Luke 24.49; 
John 20.21-23; Acts 2.1-4; Eph. 48-12). Such commissioning, more- 
over, was not thought of as a private or mystical revelation to individual 
apostles, but as in some sense a corporate and authenticated event. 
St Paul strives hard to shew that his own commissioning was no mere 
private 'revelation' such as on other occasions he had enjoyed (II Cor. 
12.1-4, 7), but was an authentic commissioning of the same order as 
those of the older apostles (I Cor. 9. If.; 15.7-9; II Cor. 11.5; 12.1 If.; 
Gal. 2.7f.); and in an age when there were many false claims to apostle- 
ship, he is quick to point to the evidence of the superabundance of his 
labours and sufferings (I Cor. 15.10; II Cor. 11.23-33), to the solid 
reality of the churches he has fathered ('the seal of my dTrooroAiJ are 
ye in the Lord', I Cor. 9.2; cf. II Cor. 3.2), and to the undeniable 
ar^cla or 'sig&s j>f an apostle' which he has wrought signs, wonflers 
and miracles (II Cor. 12.12). St Paul provides all the evidence that is 
needed to shew that the essential qualification of an apostle is that he 
should have been commissioned by the Risen Lord himself. 

We probably cannot get much farther than this in the attempt to 
understand the NT conception of apostleship, and we must admit that 
there is much that eludes our grasp. The very word dwoaroXos is some- 
thing of a mystery, since we cannot tell how or why it came to be 
adopted in the Greek-speaking churches. In classical Greek it was 
chiefly associated with naval or overseas expeditions and was never 
commonly used for 'messenger', 'commissioned agent'. Its adoption 
by the Christian communities does not seem to arise from any ordinary 
current usage. Doubtless a word had to be adapted or coined, since 
the Greeks had no word for an office to which there was no parallel in 
Greek life; the travelling philosophical preachers, Cynics, Stoics and 
Epicureans, who were called Kara OTTOI, 'inspectors' of sublime truths, 
were not in any sense comparable figures to the Christian missionary 
preachers. A new word had to be found for a new institution, but we 
cannot tell why this word was chosen. It was not in vogue among the 
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Jewish communities of the Dispersion, at least so far as we know. Its 
use is not taken over from the Greek Bible. 1 When the new faith took 
roots in the west, it was not translated, but was latinized as apos tufas. 

K. H. Rengstorf has recently suggested that the NT apostolate 
represents a Christian development from the Jewish legal institution 
of the shaliach. 2 This word (plur. sheluchim), from shalach, to send 
(often anoarcXXfLv in LXX), used as a noun, means an authorized 
delegate who is empowered to execute a legal or personal commission 
for the principal (an individual or a group, such as a synagogue) whom 
he represents. The Aramaic form is shelicha 9 . The evidence of II Chron. 
17.7-9 is offered on behalf of the assertion that the institution of the 
sheluchim goes back to pre-exilic times, but this is not very convincing. 
As a developed legal institution it seems in fact to belong to post-NT 
times. 3 According to the developed custom, a shaliach acting for his 
principal committed him irrevocably; he could act in such matters as 
buying and selling, effecting a betrothal or a divorce. To honour or to 
slight a shaliach was to honour or slight the one whom he represented : 
'a man's shaliach is as the man himself.' 4 The high priest on the Day 
of Atonement is the shaliach of the whole congregation ; the reader 
of the prayers in the synagogue is the representative of the congrega- 
tion (shaliach zibbur\ and if he makes a slip in his office the whole 
congregation will incur the divine displeasure. Rengstorf claims that 
this rabbinic institution was well developed before A.D.70, but the only 
evidence which he offers is that of the Gospels themselves; he says, for 
instance, that 'the envoys were not sent out alone but in groups, usually 
two by two', and he cites in evidence Mark 6.7; Matt. 11.2 and Luke 
10.1 together with a Latin inscription of the fifth or sixth century 
A.D. ! 5 It is doubtful whether the sheluchim throw any light at all on the 
NT conception of the apostolate. It is true that Jesus used language 
that is congruous with the later institution when he said to his disciples, 
'He that receiveth you receiveth me' (Matt. 10.40; cf. Luke 10.16; 
John 13.20), but by the same reasoning it could be argued that he 
taught that little children (Matt. 18.5) or the sick, naked, prisoners, etc. 
(Matt. 25.40, 45) were his sheluchim or apostles. 

The late Dom Gregory Dix and others have attempted to utilize 
Rengstorf's conclusions in the service of a doctrine of apostolic 

1 In LXX diroaroXos occurs only at I Kings 14.6 (Codex Vaticanus), where it 
translates Heb. shaluach, a passive participle used as a noun, 'one sent*. Ahijah the 
prophet is commissioned to speak a word from God to the wife of King Jeroboam 

and he says cyci V" awooroAoy irpos <J aicXripos (III Regn. 14 6). 

2 In his art. 'AirooroXos in TWNT(ET, Apostleship). 

3 A. Ehrhardt, The Apostolic Succession, 1953, 17, says that it cannot be proved 
that the word shaliach is used in any Jewish source before A.D. 140. 

* Strack-Bill., Ill, 2. * Op. cit., 13, 19. 
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succession. 1 The apostles were sheluchim of Christ, empowered to act on 
his behalf, and to bind him as the sheluchim of rabbinic Judaism could 
commit their principals; they handed on their commission to their 
successors, the bishops of the Church, who are thus, like the apostles 
themselves, 'plenipotentiaries of God'. This argument, however, fails 
over the fact that a shahach did not have any power to appoint a suc- 
cessor, if for any reason, such as sickness, he could not himself execute 
his commission; a new shaUach could be appointed only by the Court 
of Magistrates (beth din). 2 Nor can the argument be sustained that the 
practice of ordination by the laying on of the hands of the apostles 
and their successors was taken over from the shaliach institution. The 
view that the sheluchim were ordained by the laying on of hands and 
thus commissioned for their task is based on a mistranslation of the verb 
xetpoTovclv in Justin Martyr (Dial. Tryph. 108): Justin is saying that 
certain Jewish delegates were appointed not that they received the 
laying on of hands. 3 It seems that we cannot explain the existence of the 
NT apostolate as a Christian adaptation of an already existing Jewish 
legal institution. The apostolate is sui generis ; it cannot be accounted 
for in terms either of Jewish or of pagan institutions: a new situation 
has created a new form of organization : 'no man putteth new wine 
into old wine-skins . . . but they put new wine into fresh wine-skins' 
(Mark 2.22). 

PRESBYTERS AND BISHOPS 

In the absence of an apostle the local churches were placed under 
the pastoral rule of Trpevfivrepoi (lit. 'elders') or emaKOTroi ('overseers', 
'bishops'). In apostolic days these words appear to have been two 
names for the same office-bearers. At Acts 20.28 St Paul addresses the 
TTpeafivrcpoi, of Ephesus (see Acts 20.17) as cm'owoTToi. In I Pet. 5.2 the 
Trpea/farepoi are bidden to tend the flock of God, exercising the oversight 
(7TiaKOTroGvT$). In Titus 1.5 Titus is bidden to appoint elders in every 
city of Crete (Karaarforis Kara iroXw Trpeafivrepovs), and immediately a 
list of the qualifications of an emW onos is appended (1.7-9). Apparently 
it was not until after the decease of the apostles themselves that it was 
found necessary to distinguish a presiding officer (the cmWoTros) from 
the TTpevfivrepoi, but by the middle of the second century A.D. such an 
arrangement (often called 'monepiscopacy') had become universal; 

1 In The Apostolic Ministry, ed. K. E. Kirk, 1946. The view there put forward is 
effectively criticized in T. W. Manson, The Church's Ministry, 1948. 

2 See Manson, op. at., 36f. 

3 The verb xwpoTowu/ meant originally 'to vote by stretching out the hand*, and 
so 'to appoint by vote*; it lost entirely the sense of stretching out the hand and came 
simply to mean 'appoint'. It is used twice in the NT (Acts 14.23; II Cor. 8.19), where 
it means nothing more than 'appoint*. 
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according to the letters of St Ignatius it was already the rule in Asia 
Minor early in the second century. It remained the universal form of 
Church government until the time of the Reformation. The process of 
evolution from the order of presbyter-bishops to that of monepiscopacy 
in the latter half of the first century A.D. is somewhat obscure, but it is 
not quite as obscure as it is sometimes made out to be. Once we have 
shaken ourselves free from the old ideological inhibitions and realized 
that Jesus did in fact intend to build an CKK A^ofo and to establish a 
pastoral ministry over the new Israel of God, we shall not be surprised 
to find that this is in truth just what his apostles did, and that the 
ministry of the universal church is the outcome of their obedience to 
the teaching of their Master under the power and guidance of his 
Spirit. 

In Acts 14.23 we glimpse the first step in the setting up of a pastoral 
ministry in a missionary church. Passing through Lystra and Iconium, 
Paul and Barnabas 'appointed for them presbyters in every church' 

(xcipQTovyaavTcs $ avrots TTpeafivrepovs KOLT* cWArjaiW). It Seems prob- 
able that the local eV/cA^auu were thus modelled upon the pattern of the 
Jewish synagogues throughout the world: a bodj^of elders managed 
the affairs and charities of the local Jewish community, represented it 
in its dealings with the civil power, and exercised oversight in matters 
of discipline and of the observance of the Law. They did not, however, 
as the Christian elders unquestionably did, conduct the worship of the 
assembled community or exercise pastoral responsibility. The choice 
of the actual word irpcafivrcpos probably indicates the influence of 
Palestinian Judaism, since in the Dispersion the Jewish elders were 
called archontes or gerontes and were not called presbyters until the 
end of the second century A.D.; for what it is worth the point may be 
noted that Barnabas, who came from the Church of Jerusalem, is with 
St Paul at the appointment of the presbyters of Lystra and Iconium 
(Acts 14.23); the word irpcaflvrepos is never found in the ten Paulines; 
St Paul refers instead to eiruncoirot (Phil. 1.1 only; cf. Acts 20.28). 

It is natural that the influence of the Church of Jerusalem over the 
Gentile churches should have been strong, and it is probable that 
the organization of the Jerusalem Church was a principal factor in the 
evolution of monepiscopacy. 1 It provided a model which the other 
churches could copy, indeed the kind of model which met their need 

after the apostle whom they had regarded as their spiritual father in 

> 

1 Sectarian Jewish communities had an official called the 'superintendent* (mebaq- 
qer) who is mentioned in I QS and CD (see Caster, SDSS, 45, 60, 107). Although 
the Heb. mcbaqqer is the precise equivalent of MOKOVOS, Bo Reicke is right when he 
says that 'there is little reason to assume that the Church got its episcopal office 
from the Essenes and their mebaqqer* (Stendahl, SNT, 154). 
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the Lord (I Cor. 4.15) had passed from the scene. The picture of the 
Church of Jerusalem as found in Acts 15 suggests strongly that the 
government of that Church was modelled upon the Jewish Sanhedrin, 
with its chief priests and elders (cf. of dpxtcpds /cat ol irpcafivrcpoi, Matt. 
27.20; Acts 4.23, etc.). James the Lord's brother appears in Acts 15 as 
the highjpriest who presides over the Sanhedrin of the New Israel. 
Although St Peter is present, St James nevertheless presides over the 
council of 'apostles and presbyters' a phrase which occurs at 15.2, 4, 
6, 22, and cf. 23. l The council of the Jerusalem Church, as we meet it 
in Acts 15, is clearly a Christian Sanhedrin: a high j?riest presides over 
the chief priests and presbyters. This becomes the model on which the 
Gentile churches are shaped after the disappearance from the scene of 
St Paul and the other apostles: a bishop (emWoTro?) presides over his 
elders and deacons this is the normal pattern of church government 
in the second century. When we recognize the importance of the 
Sanhedrin-model in the constitution of the local Christian CKK A^dtat, 
we can see why it is that even an apostle like St Peter can be fittingly 
described as 6 av^nrp^vrcpos (I Pet. 5.1) or the writer of the Johannine 
Epistles, who apparently exercises a kind of metropolitical authority, 
can describe himself simply as 6 irpcafivrcpos (II John 1 ; III John 1). 
The title is one of very great distinction, and as yet it has not come to 
stand for an order subordinate to that of the emWoTro?. An apostle was, 
of course, in virtue of his unique commissioning, a figure apart from 
all other ranks of ministers in the Church, but he was essentially 
Trpcrfvrcpos, with all that the word implied in the days of the presbyter- 
bishops; the fulness of the ministry of the Church of Christ was given 
to him. 2 Thejipostle differed from the presbyter-bishop in that his 
presbyteral ministry was derived directly from Christ himself while the 
presbyter's was derived from Christ through the instrumentality of the 
apostle who commissioned him. Since the days of the first apostles there . 
have been no presbyters (or presbyter-bishops) whojiave not been 
ordained by the commissioning of the 'presbytery' (in the sense of 
I Tim. 4.14). Tojdaim that one has received a commission to minister 
directly from Christ himself without the instrumentality of the appropri- 
ate organ of his body the Church, is to claim to be an apostle, to be 
another St Paul; itjs, in fact, to proclaim 'another gospel', for the 
apostolic Gospel declares that, after the commissioning of the first 
apostles, the functions of cmcrKoirrf, Upwavvrf and SiaKovla are to be 
exercised only by those to whom they are duly and solemnly committed 

1 Cf. also Acts 21.18: 'Paul went in with us unto James, and all the presbyters 
were present*; also Gal. 1.19; 2.9, 12. 

2 Cf. St Ignatius, Philad. 5, '. . . the apostles as the presbytery of the Church' 

(rot? aTToeroAot? ciy irpOJ$VTpi<i> cWAijataj). 
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by Christ acting through the appropriate ministerial organs of his 
body the Church. ^ 

From the close of the NT period onwards the minister of ordination 
in the Church became the cmWoTro? (though the presbyters were doubt- 
less associated with him in the ordination of presbyters). There is little 
point in asking whether the bishop evolved 'upwards' from the ranks of 
the presbyters (J. B. Lightfoot; B. H. Streeter) or devolved 'downwards' 
from the apostolate by way of 'apostolic men' like Timothy, Titus or 
the Elder John (C. Gore; C. H. Turner). The original presbyters 
exercised cma/coTr^, and they too derived their ministry by 'devolution' 
from the apostles. The historical truth is that monepiscopacy was an 
urgent practical necessity. Doubtless different presbyters could have 
taken it in turns to celebrate the Eucharist or to preside at the church- 
meeting; but nothing short of the setting up of one representative manjr 
an dpx*>7roip,7}v of the flock, who should be the visible^personal guaran- 
tee of the unity and continuity of the apostolic fellowship and doctrine, 
could meet the need of the Church in an age in which schismatics and 
heretics of every kind Jhrgatened the very continuance of the Church 
and the Church's Gospel. The bishop became in his person in what 
he was as well as what he did the embodiment of the Gospel of God, 
by which the Church itself was called into being. The existence of the 
Church is bound up with the Church's unity and cannot be separated 
from it: this is the truth which brought the episcopate into being, as 
distinct from the presbyterate, and which monepiscopacy enshrines 
and defends. Thus St Ignatius of Antioch early in the second century 
saw the matter: 'Shun division and wrong doctrines; where the shep- 
herd is, there follow ye. ... For as many as are of God and of Jesus 
Christ, they are with the bishop. ... If any man followeth one that 
maketh a schism, he doth not inherit the Kingdom of God; if any man 
walketh in strange doctrine, he hath no fellowship with the passion. 
Be ye careful therefore to observe one Eucharist, for there is one flesh of 
our Lord Jesus Christ and one cup unto union in his blood; there is 
one altar, as there is one bifcfiop, together with the presbytery and the 
deacons my fellow-servants. ... He in whom I am bound is my witness 
that I learned it not from flesh of man; it was the preaching of the Spirit, 
who spake on this wise: Do nothing without the bishop. . . .' (PMad. 
2.4, 7). But before Ignatius wrote his letters, somewhere about the time 
when three of our canonical Gospels were being written, St Clement of 
Rome was writing thus: The apostles received the Gospel for us from 
the Lord Jesus Christ. . . . Having received a charge (irapayycXia), and 
having been fully assured through the resurrection of our Lord Jesus 
Christ and confirmed in the word of God with full assurance of the 
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Holy Spirit, they went forth with the glad tidings that the Kingdom of 
God should come. So preaching everywhere in country and town, they 
appointed their firstfruits, when they had proved them by the Spirit, 
to be bishops and deacons to them that should believe. . . . And our 
apostles knew through our Lord Jesus Christ that there would be 
strife over the name of the bishop's office (evrtmoinj). For this cause 
therefore, having received complete foreknowledge, they appointed 
(KaTearrjaav) the aforesaid persons, and afterwards they provided a 
continuance (eVi/ioi/TJ), so that if these should fall asleep, other approved 
men should succeed to their ministry' (SiaSegwvTat, rty Xeirovfryiav 
avrwv) (I Clem. Rom. 42, 44). This is the teaching of the Church con- 
cerning ministerial appointment and succession before the close of the 
NT period, and it is right to interpret the NT documents in the light of 
what we know of the development of the Church's ministry in NT times. 
The biblicism which since the Reformation has regarded the written 
words of Scripture as alone 'inspired', as if the NT had fallen down 
from heaven and bore no relation to the living Trapd&oms of the Church 
in which it was written, has always been the source of the sectarianism 
which, denying the truth of the Gospel in favour of a modern theory 
of 'inspiration', is today one of the principal hindrances to the union of 
Christendom. 

r 

THE LAYING ON OF HANDS ^ 

In the NT the laying on of hands is connected with heafing (Mark 
5.23; 6.5; 7.32; 8.23, 25; 16.18; Acts 9.12, 17; 28.8), baptizing (Mark 
10.16; Acts 8.17-19; 19.5f.; possibly Heb. 6.2) and ordaining or 
commissioning (Acts 6.6; 13.3; I Tim. 4.14, probably 5.22; II Tim. 
1.6). In the OT it is connected with blessing (e.g. Gen. 48.14-18), 
sacrificing (leaning or pressing the hands on the head of the victim to 
be sacrificed, e.g. Lev. 16.21; cf. Lev. 24.14) and ordaining or com- 
missioning (Moses thus ordains Joshua, Num. 27.18, 23; cf. Deut. 34.9, 
'Joshua was full of the spirit of wisdom, for Moses had leaned his 
hands on him'). Perhaps the ordination of the Levites, upon whom the 
children of Israel laid their hands (Num. 8.10), is midway between 
sacrificing and commissioning, for they are offered to and accepted 
by Yahweh instead of the firstborn of Israel, who should properly have 
been 'devoted' to him (8.16-18). An ordained ministry is thus conse- 
crated to God's service and so is 'holy* and is at the same time com- 
missioned to act representatively by those who have laid (leaned, Heb. 
samakh) on hands. The laying (leaning) of hands, as distinct from 
'placing' as in blessing (Heb. sim, shith), transfers a part of the person- 
ality from the person_who leansJo he person or animal upon whoni he 
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leans his hand's. 1 Thus, Israel's guilt is transferred to the scapegoat; 
Moses's "spirit* is transferred to Joshua, who thus becomes a new 
Moses (cf. Elijah and Elisha, II Kings 2.9, 15; Ecclus. 48.12); and the 
children of Israel impart their essential character to the Levites, so that 
in all that they do the whole people of Israel will be doing it through 
them. In rabbinic Judaism apart from the sacrificial use, there seems to 
have been no laying on of hands except at the ordination of a rabbi : 
the shaliach, whether of an individual or of a synagogue or of the Court 
(beth dm), did not have hands laid upon him. 2 Any rabbi could ordain 
one of his disciples and thus confer his own authority upon him; the 
laying on of hands is here a leaning, not a mere placing of the hands, 
on the head of the ordinand, and 'its object is the pouring of the 
ordaining scholar's personality into the scholar to be ordained'. 3 There 
was, of course, no suggestion of an imparting of the Holy Spirit or of 
any sort of 'grace of ordination'. 

Thus, while there is precedent for ordination by the laying on of 
hands both in the OT and in contemporary rabbinic practice, it is 
difficult to^say what precisely led the Christian Church to adopt the 
ceremony. Jesus had not laid hands on his apostles^ they had ip fact 
received their unique commissioning with 'power from on hi^h'. The 
ordination of the Seven in Acts 6.6 in the plain meaning of the Greek 
text (which Codex. Bezae thinks it necessary to correct) ^asjbyjhe 
Jayinj^onj)f the hands of the congregation, not jhose pfjthe apostles; 
the congregation is empowering the Seven to act in the distribution of 
charity emits behalf. Perhaps St Luke has the ordination of the Levites 
in mind. There is certainly here no hint of an 'order' of deacons a 
word which is not found in Acts. The commissioning of Paul and 
Barnabas by the laying on of the hands of the other 'prophets and 
teachers' of the Church of Antioch (Acts 13.3) is likewise not a con- 
ferring upon them of an 'order' which they didpot preyiously possess; 
it seems to be a apnunissioning of them as church-delegates (d7rd<rroA<H 
cKK\ri<na>v). We are left with the referencesTh I and II Timothy. Here 
we are confronted by an apparent contradiction. In I Tim. 4.14 we read 
'Neglect not the gift (xdpia^a) that is in thee, which was given thee by 
prophecy, with the laying on of the hands of the presbytery'. We cannot 
determine what is meant by the npfcrfivrcpiov, because this is the only 
NT use of the word in respect of a Christian presbytery (cf. Luke 22.66; 
Acts 22.5, where it refers to the Jewish Sanhedrin). A commissioning 

1 LXX translates the Heb. words (whether meaning 'lean', 'press', or simply 'lay', 
'place') by cVm'flijju and thus the important distinction between the two ideas is 
obscured. See the suggestive and instructive art. 'The Laying on of Hands' in D. 
Daube, The New Testament and Rabbinic Judaism, 224-46. 

2 D. Daube, op. cit. 9 229f. Ibid., 231 . 
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after a prophetic utterance reminds us of Acts 13.3, but here a ^api^a 
of ordination is implied, whereas there the laying on of hands seems 
merely to signify the appointment of dnoaroXoi cWAqcna?. A grace of 
ordination is also implied in I^TinLj.,6: 'I put thee in remembrance 
that thou stir into flame the x^-P^P* T v * which is in thee through 
the laying on of my hands.' The passage unambiguously affirms that a 
spiritual gift has been received by Timothy through the laying on of 
St Paul's hands. Many explanations have been suggested to account 
for the apparent contradiction between these two passages, which are 
the only NT passages that refer to a x^P^P-^ of ordination. Th_taL- 
4itional one is that apostles and presbyters both laid on hands at the 
ordination of presbyters. Another is that the presbytery commissioned 
Timothy as their awoaroXos cKKXyaias for a special task, while Paul 
conferred his 'episcopal* status upon him. Or, again* the presbytery 
ordained Timothy a presbyter, St Paul an eiruncoTro?. D. Daube has 
suggested that the phrase ewifams TWV x/xuv TOV TrpcvfZvrcpiov is a render- 
ing of the technical rabbinic term semikhath zeqenim (e.g. Bab. San. 
13b), literally 'the leaning on of presbyters', i.e. ordination by presby- 
ters to the office of rabbi; the proper translation of I Tim. 4.14 would 
then be something like, 'Neglect not the gift which was given thee by 
prophecy with due ordination to the rank of presbyter'. 1 In view of our 
uncertainty in the whole matter we can infer nothing from these pass- 
ages except that ordination by a council of presbyters (Trpccrpvrcpiov) 
was known in the sub-apostolic Church and that it was^believed that St 
P^ul ordained by the laying on of hands. It was also believed that a 
grace-gift was received as a result of such ordinations. Perhaps we can 
add that it was believed that St Paul expected Timothy to ordain others 
to the ministry, if I Tim. 5.22 ('Lay hands hastily on no man') refers, 
as it probably does, to ordination and not to baptism; it would be rea- 
sonable to suppose in the light of I Tim. 3.1-13 that Timothy was held 
to have been authorized by St Paul to ordain or appoint bishops and 
deacons in the Church over which he presided. In the light of the 
development of the universal practice of ordination by the laying on of 
hands in the Church of the second century it would seem probable that 
the ordination of a pastoral ministry was undertaken by the original 
apostles in the local cWAi/awu 6eov. In the light, moreover, of the 
practice of the laying on of hands in the OT and in rabbinic Judaism, 
it becomes reasonable to hold that the apostles themselves practised 
the laying on of hands at the institution of local ministries; nor should 
we be surprised to find that the new thing about Christian ordination 
was that it conveyed a x^/ncr/Aa 6coO, a gift of the Holy Spirit. This is 

i Op. ci/., 244f. 
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what ordination to the ministry of the Church of God has meant ever 
since NT days. Christ, the head of the Church, acts through the appro- 
priate members of his body at the ordination of a minister or at the 
making of a layman in baptism, and both these acts of Christ in his 
Church are signified by the laying on of hands and both are accom- 
panied by the gift of the Holy Spirit. ' 

The NT teaches that the different members and ministries of Christ's 
body have their own proper functions to fulfil and must neither usurp 
nor disparage those of others. In this sense it is entirely congruous with 
NT doctrine to regard the function of ordination as one which belongs 
solely to the ministry to which it is committed, whether the presbyter- 
bishops or later the bishops; no one else can exercise this function of the 
body of Christ. Nothing but the strictest adherence to this principle in 
the second and following centuries could have preserved the NT 
Gospel amidst all the heresies and schisms of that age of the conflict 
of religions. Succession from the apostles by an authentic ordination 
was valued in those years because it was the guarantee of apostolic 
doctrine as against the novelties of the Gnostics; thus St Irenaefo in his 
Adversus Haereses claims to be able to give the names of the bishops* 
appointed by the apostles in the different churches wth the list of their 
successors down to his own day (i.e. c. A.D. ISO). 1 The NT itself, 
however, says nothing about succession from the apostles; indeed, the 
technical term StaSop} (succession) is not found in the NT. The only 
SiaSoyp? of whom we read is Festus, the 'successor' of Felix (Acts' 
24.27); the verb 8ta&:'xo/z<u is found only at Acts 7.45, a passage which 
has no bearing on the question. Succession by the lay ingjOQ, of iiauds is 
a fact, but it is one which should be accepted with humble thanksgiving 
and not as a matter that needs explanation or argurrient. Much theo- 
logical disputation and obfuscation has resulted from the attempt to 
define what the Bible itself does not define. The impressive thing about 
the chain of laying on of hands, down all the centuries and across all 
the continents, is that it is a/acf, not a problem that requires explaining 
by a theory. It is a fact which testifies to the Gospel of Jesus Christ, 
that he is come in the flesh, and that he has gathered the elect into one 
Church, one body. The Gospel is not a series of 'spiritual' truths; it is 
the proclamation of a redemption in history, in the flesh of Jesus Christ, 
in his actual, visible tangible body (I John 1.1; 4.2), his body which 

1 Adv. Haer. Ill, iii. 1-4. On the succession lists in the ancient Church see A. Ehr- 
hardt, The Apostolic Succession. The early succession lists all derive from St James, 
not from St Peter; Ehrhardt suggests that II Tim. 1.6 is an attempt to prove a suc- 
cession from St Paul and I Tim. 4.14 a succession from a certain presbytery, the 
innovation being justified Sid irpofijTttas (32f.). Such speculations are ingenious but 
unconvincing. 



Deacons 333 

is still actual, visible and tangible, upon which hands have been liter- 
ally, even materialistically, laid. The succession Hy the layingQji of hamfc 
is the. sign and instrument of the unity of the Church, which is not an 
'ideal' Church, a 'spiritual' body merely, but a real body that can be 
seen in the bodies of those on whom hands have been laid. ThjUayin& 
in baptism and in ordination is the Church's witness in 



every century that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh. Docetism in every 
ageleeks a 'spiritual' Gospel, because it cannot believe that God can 
or will tabernacle in humanity, in real, flesh-and-blood men and women 
with bodies as well as souls to be saved. 

OTHER MINISTRIES 

The NT gives us only a rough and partial outline of the Church's 
ministry in the first century, and the task of filling in the details of the 
picture is inevitably precarious. In the early second century the order 
of deacons was already well developed in the time of St Ignatius, who 
constantly refers to the bishop, the presbytery and the deacons. This 
development must have been taking place in the first century, but the 
NT contains only one (or at most two) clear reference(s) to an order of 
deacons, viz. I Tim. 3.8-13: 'Deacons must be grave, not double- 
tongued. . . .' Unfortunately, from the point of view of our knowledge, 
this passage speaks only of their moral character and gives no hint of 
their functions. After NT times deacons became an order of great 
importance and honour; they were the personal assistants of the 
bishops both in the liturgy and in the administration of church affairs 
and discipline. The other possible reference in the NT to an order of 
deacons is Phil. 1.1: 'Paul and Timothy, SouAoi of Jesus Christ, to all 
the saints in Christ Jesus which are at Philippi, oiw emaKoirois KQ! 
faaKovois.' It is natural to take this as referring to two orders, those of 
presbyter-bishops and of deacons. But there is a doubt in the matter, 
since nowhere else does St Paul refer to an order of deacons, whereas 
he uses the word BLO.KOVOS in a general sense, even applying it to him- 
self (e.g. I Cor. 3.5; Eph. 3.7; Col. 1.23, 25; cf. Col. 4.17). 1 Thus, it 
may well be that the phrase in Phil. 1.1 should be translated, 'bishops 
and other ministers' .JQiereJsjniOJiientiQJiat all in the NT of an order of 
deaconesses. In Rom. 16.1 Phoebe is called the Sia/covoy of the Church 
at Cenchreae, but the word is in all probability used in its general sense; 
therefore RV 'servant' is to be__preferred to RV mg. 'deaconess'. In 
I Tim. 3.1 1 , where a sentence about women is inserted in the list of the 
requirements of deacons ('Women in like manner must be grave . . .'), 

1 In secular Greek the word had no religious significance whatever and it is often 
found in the NT in its non-technical meaning (e.g. Mark 10.43; John 2.5, 9; Rom. 
13.4). 
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the reference is clearly to the wives of the deacons: ywaurai should be 
translated 'wives'. 

3y the end of the NT period there had emerged three orders in the 
Church's ministry, those of bishops, presbyters and deacons; admission 
to these orders was conferred by the solemn laying oiLOJLbands. But 
beyond this special or ordained ministry, the work of ministry (epyov 
SiaKonay, Eph. 4.12) in its wider sense was carried on by every member 
of the Church according to the personal xap7/xa of the Holy Spirit 
which he had received at his baptism. The whole Church was a ministry 
in this wider sense, as we have already seen. 1 It is to this ministry of the 
whole people of God, rather than to any 'ordained' ministry within the 
body, that St Paul is referring in three passages in which he lists different 
kinds of ministrations. In I Cor. 12.28 he writes: 'God hath set (ZOpro) 
some in the Church, first apostles, secondly prdphets, thirdly teachers, 
then Swa/ieu (presumably 'workers of nffiracles'), then gifts of healings, 
helps (dvrt,\rifjL*l/eis), governments (fcv/fepi^ocis), kinds of tongues.' It is 
difficult to say precisely what can be the significance of the very definite 
'first', 'secondly', 'thirdly', 'then': it looks as if some sort of order of 
importance is being asserted, l 



^of the list, which seems its right place in view of Paul's mild deprecation 
of itin I Cor. 14. But what are we to say of 'governments' ? Is this the 
oflice~of Paul's 'eirtWoirot, and are 'helps' the order of deacons? The 
answer must be that we do not know, and it is not very profitable to 
guess. In Eph. 4.1 If. we find another list, which begins in the same 
way, i.e. with apostles and prophets, but then diverges: 'And he gave 
(cSwKe) some apostles, and some prophets, and some evangelists, and 
some pastors (noi^ves) and teachers, for the perfecting of the saints, 
unto the work of SiaKovia, unto the building up of the body of Christ.' 
The pastoral ministry (presumably the cVtWoTroi) seems now to be 
accorded much fuller recognition, while other ministries are not men- 
tioned. Lastly, there is Rom. 12.6-8: 'Having x a />^M aTa differing 
according to the grace that was given to us, whether prophecy, accord- 
ing to the proportion of the faith; or Sia/cow'a, in deaconing; or the 
teacher, in the teaching; or an exhorter, in the exhortation; the giver, 
singleness (of motive); the ruler (o irpoL(rrdp f vos) 9 in diligence; the 
charitable worker (6 c'AcoDi/), in cheerfulness.' These are surely not all 
intended to be 'orders' of ministry there could hardly be an order 
of 'givers'! but rather the same people at different times. The three 
lists together hardly give us a coherent picture of the ministry of the 
apostolic Church. They were not intended to do so; each was written 
in the course of a practical instruction in the duties of churchmanship 

1 Supra, 303-7. 
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as these were to be performed by the laity. But if that be so, what is 
'the ruler' doing in such lists? Does d Trpoiara^vos mean the bishop? 
Again we must confess that we do not know. 

The striking thing about all three lists is the place of honour which 
they give to the prophets, next to_the_ji|>ostles themselves. Erophels 
jenjoyed great authority and prestige, because they were the agents by 
which the Holy Spirit declared God's will or revealed coming events to 
the^chiirches. It was they through whom the Holy Spirit separated 
Barnabas and Saul for the work to which he had called them (Acts 
13.1-3); tlje^joretfild coming events such. as the famine in the days of 
Qaudius (Acts 11.27f ) or the tribulations that awaited St Paul (Acts 
21.10f.). They were principally concerned with shewing the things which 
should be hereafter, especially in the sense of foretelling the catas- 
trophes which would shortly precede the end of the world and the 
parousia of Christ. This is the activity which the author of the Fourth 
Gospel has in mind when he makes Jesus say that when the Spiritjrf 
Jruth is come, he shall j*uide the disciples into all truth: 'he shall declare 
unto you the things that are to come' (John 16.13). Injthe days of 
waiting for the Lord's return, the prophets speak 'edification and com- 
Jprt and Consolation' (I Cor. 14.3). They are associated with the 
Church's teachers and their task is edificatory (Acts 13.1 il Cor, .12*28; 
14.31). They clearly took a prominent part at the gatherings of the local 
church, if we may regard I Cor. 14 as evidence of congregational 
activity in apostolic days; and it would seem that all the members of the 
congregation are regarded as potential prophets, liable to prophesy at 
any time/ From I Cor. 11.5 it might be concluded that there were 
wcynen prophets (cf. also Acts 21.9), but from 14.34f. it would seem 
that their utterance was much restricted. If we want to know the con- 
tent of a prophetic utterance in the early Church, we should turn to the 
Apocalypse of St John, which is a book of the deliverances of a particu- 
lar prophet (cf. the phrase 'the words of the prophecy of this book', 
Rev. 22.7, 10, 18f.; cf. 1.3). The prophets doubtless often spoke in the 
symbolic language of dreams and visions, which is probably why St 
Paul says that prophesying is for a sign not to the unbelieving, but to 
those who believe (I Cor. 14.22). Whereas (we may conjecture) the 
teachers taught the TrapdSoais of the faith, the prophets were concerned 

with ra fjiwrrypia -rrdvra /ecu ndaa 1} yvwats (I Cor. 13.2), i.e. apocalyptic 

secrets concerning things to come. Prophecy would vanish away when 
the day of revelation dawned (I Cor. 13.8f.). 

'^ Prophecy, however, vanished away in another sense, along with 
certain other ministries of the apostolic church, such as miracles, heal- 
ings and tongues. At least, they vanished as normal Sunday activities 
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of the congregations of the Church, though doubtless they have at 
different times and in differing forms been renewed during the centuries 
that have passed since the days of the apostles. \V^JhayeJieard a^good 
times ^aj^utJhe_Ctorch^ 'prophetic _mipis.try', but thpse^ 



who usejhat^phras^todajr would.be surprised to discover that the NT 
interpretation of iMvould be so very different from their own. Today it 
is tajcen tojustify pronouncements by clergymen or conferences of 
churchfolk uponjiocial and industrial questions, or to sanction sermons 
abouTthe atom bomb. If there is any biblical justification for a prophe- 
tic ministry^ of the Church iii this sense, iL^would j>e^ps_be wisgr tQ 
look for it in the_OT and to appeal to Amps rather thanjo St Paul. 
There _is "certainly nothing in the NT to suggest that prophecy in th&. 
apostolic^Cfiurcfi coul? be~taken as a model for the so-called 'prophe- 
ticMuncflon of the Church as liberal theology has conceived it in recent 
times. Thejippstplic Church, following the exafnpleTof the^ Lord,, did 
not look upon itself as 'a judge or a divider' over social and political 
aucstions (Luke 12.J3f.). The concern of the Church for the social 
orderjnu&tbejustified on more solidly theological grounds than these. 
The ministry of the Church is still essentially the ministry of Christ in 
the service of the world, acting through the appropriate members of his 
body the Church. " 

Many problems concerning the Church's ministry in NT times are 
likely to remain unsolved, but the reality of the ministry of Christ 
in and through his Church is, happily for us, not bound up with our 
ability to solve historical and archaeological problems. The danger 
is that we shall become so fascinated by the problems that we shall 
lose the sense of the myster^. We may not solve the problems, but we 
may by the grace of God understand the mystery that the ministry, 
like the Church itself, is not something that men create but something 
that Christ gave and still gives, 'for the perfecting of the saints, unto 
the work of ministering, unto the building up of the body of Christ' 
(Eph,4.11f.). 



THE THEOLOGY OF BAPTISM 



IN the Church of NT times the ceremony of baptism was the only 
and the indispensable means of becoming a member of the Christian 
KK\rjma. A Christian was not a follower of the teachings of Jesus in 
the sense that a Platonist is a follower of Plato; such a usage of the word 
'Christian' could have arisen only after the Enlightenment. In his 
baptism the incUyidual was anointed. with, HQly_Spirit, and hence 
baptism was at once his ordination and his coronation, whereby he was 
made priest and king within the Israel of God. It was his incorporation 
into the Jbody of Christ, with whpse death and resurrection he was now 
identified. Decisive proof of the universality of the practice of baptism 
in the apostolic Church is to be seen in the fact that St Paul can write 
to the Christians of Rome, a church which he had not founded and had 
not yet visited, 'Are ye ignorant that all we who were baptized into 
Christ Jesus were baptized into his death?' (Rom. 6.3). The Apostle can 
assume without question that the Roman Christians are all baptized. 
Before their baptism catechumens were given careful instruction in the 
faith (cf. Gal. 6.6, 6 Karrixovpcvos TOV Xoyov, cf. also Luke 1.4; Acts 
18.25) and at their baptism were required to make public profession of 
it in the presence of the congregation (cf. Rom. 10.9f.; I Cor. 12.3; 

Phil. 2.11, and esp. I Tim. 6.12, (L^oXoyrjaas TTJV KaX-^v opoXoyiav 

va)7nov TToXX&v /LtapTupojvJ.Mteptism accomplished not merely the wash- 
ing away of sin and of all the stain and filth of heathendom (cf. John 
13.8-10; Acts 22.16; I Cor. 6.11; Eph. 5.26; Titus 3.5; Heb. 10.22; 
cf. Ps. 51.2, 7, 10; Isa. 1.16; Jer. 4.14), but also the driving out of the 
unclean spirits which were in a man. It must be admitted that direct 
NT evidence for this latter statement is lacking, but it is reasonably 

1 Of course, I Tim. 6.12 may refer to Timothy's appearance in court, before the 
Roman magistrate and to his affirmation Kvpos 'lyoovs when he was required to 
make the political confession Kvpios Kalaap (so O Cullmann, The Earliest Christian 
Confessions, 25-30). Even if this were so, the baptismal reference is still implicit, the 
next verse (6 13) speaks of Christ's *good confession' before Pontius Pilate: Christ 
himself made his baptismal profession his witness to himself before Pilate at his 
baptism of death (cf. Luke 12.50). Christians who confess Christ in their baptism or 
in the magistrate's court are making the 'good confession' in the presence of wit- 
nesses, as Christ himself had done. On the whole subject of baptismal confessions, 
see Cullmann, op. at.; also supra, Chap. 1, ad fin. 
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certain that the ancient practice of baptismal exorcism goes back to 
apostolic days. 1 Indirect NT evidence is perhaps to be found in the 
story of the Epileptic Boy (Mark 9.14-29), which may have been 
intended by the Evangelist for use by the catechists in their teaching 
about baptism 2 (cf. also Mark 16.15-17; Acts 8.7, 16; 16.18, etc.). 
Bajrtism was the moment at which the. individual passed qjitQfthe &n&- 
dqm of darkness into the realm of light, and hence the baptized were 

?, Heb. 6.4; 10.32; cf. Eph. 



1.18) and baptism is conceived of as a ^oma/xd?, an act of illumination 
(cf. Justin Martyr, Apol. 1.16), although this word is not directly applied 
to baptism in the NT (it occurs only at II Cor. 4.4 and 6). 

THE CHRISTIAN MEANING OF 'BAPTIZE* 

In cl. Greek jSaTrroj means 'to dip*. Its intensive form Pairrifa also 
means 'dip', 'immerse', and can be used figuratively, as when Josephus 
says that the city is flooded with refugees (Jewish War, 4.3.3). In LXX 
jBaTrrco is often used in a literal sense (e.g. Ps. 67.23), while pa7rr%w is 
less frequent and carries a rather more intransitive sense 'to dip 
(oneself)', 'to wash (oneself)', e.g. II Kings 5.14; Ecclus. 34.25; Judith 
12.7. 3 On the other hand TO jBaTma/ia and o /?a7rri<7/io's seem to be 
technical terms invented for use in connection with the baptism of 
John and adopted by the Christians for their baptism; they do not occur 
in LXX or in cl. lit., except that ^aim^os is used by Josephus in 
connection with John's baptism (Antiquities, 18.5.2). In the same pass- 
age Josephus uses o /feTmarTj? of John 'the Baptist'; this is the only 
known use of this word outside the NT. The word /feTrrior/io? is found in 
the NT only three times; twice it refers to ceremonial washings (Mark 
7.4, 'washings of cups and pots . . .' and Heb. 9.10, 'meats and drinks 
and divers washings'); the remaining usage is the difficult passage 
Heb. 6.2, 'teachings of jSairrujjiot", where the context suggests baptismal 
instruction (but why the plural?). The usual NT noun for baptism 
(both John's and the Church's) is /Jcwma/za, and this (like the English 
word 'baptism') appears to be a terminus technicus coined specially to 
denote a new religious ceremony. 

There has been a lengthy and exhaustive discussion of the origins of 

1 Cranmer's first Prayer Book of 1549 still retained the Exorcism in the Adminis- 
tration of Public Baptism: Then let the Pnest looking upon the children say, I 
command thee, unclean spirit, in the name of the Father, of the Son, and of the 
Holy Ghost, that thou come out and depart from these infants. . . .' In the ancient 
Church the chief exorcist was the bishop. 

2 See infra, 359f. 

3 Cf. Acts 9.18: are we to translate the passage as in secular Greek, 'he arose and 
washed, and he took food and was strengthened', or as m Christian technical terms, 
'he arose and was baptized, and he received the (sacramental) food and was con- 
firmed (with Holy Spirit)'? See also infra, 356, footnote. 
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John's and of Christian baptism. 1 This investigation does not concern 
our present task, until it is shewn that the question of origins has an 
important bearing on the theological meaning of baptism as understood 
in the apostolic Quitch. We would remark only that, whatever outward 
ceremonial similarities may have existed between the practice of Christ- 
ian baptism and the washings of Jewish sects of the Qumran type, the 
doctrine of baptism in the NT is quite unique, and there is no parallel 
in any known religious movement to the conception of baptism into the 
death and resurrection of the Servant-Messiah. The word paTrriapa, 
which is virtually the only noun used in the NT for Christian baptism 
(since, as we have seen, /feTrrioyxd? hardly qualifies), is a new word for 
a new thing the great new reality of baptism into Christ's body, of 
which the baptism of John was the prophetic foreshadowing. An en- 
tirely new teaching, itself a notable feature of the brilliant re-interpreta- 
tion of OT theology which is found in the NT, is proclaimed to be the 
significance of the act of baptism, whatever affinitie . that ceremony 
as practised in the primitive Church may or may not have had with 
Jewish (or for that matter pagan) antecedents. The important question 
to ask is not what precedents there were for Christian baptism in the 
lustrations of the Essenes or in the proselyte baptisms of rabbinic 
Judaism, but what is the origin of the wholly new conception of baptism 
as the act of incorporation into the resurrection-body of the crucified 
Messiah. To this question there can be only one answer: it was Jesus 
himself who first taught that his own death was a baptism that could 
and must be shared by all who would participate in the Messianic 
salvation. 2 The only satisfactory answer to the question why baptism 
was the universal and unquestioned method of initiation in the 
apostolic Church from the days before the conversion of St Paul is 
that Jesus himself had taught his disciples the necessity of baptism 
into his death and resurrection, the great act of Messianic salvation 
by whicb-4he^ew Age was inaugurated and the outpouring of the 
Spirit J>egun. * 

We must therefore abandon the view that, when Jesus referred to 
his forthcoming baptism (of death), he was only using a metaphor, 
common enough in the OT and indeed in human speech everywhere, 
and that the evangelists were responsible for the introduction of the 
Christian technical word jBaTmajAa into the context. On the contrary, 
we shall take very seriously the sayings of Jesus about 'the jScwrria/ia 
that I am baptized with' (Mark 10.38) or 'I have a jSaTma/xa to be 

1 Sec W. F. Flemington, The New Testament Doctrine of Baptism, 1948; H. G. 
Marsh, Origin and Significance of the New Testament Baptism, 1941 ; F. J. Leenhardt, 
Le Bapteme Chretien, Neuchatel, 1945. 

"Seejqpra, 179-81. 
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baptized with' (Luke 12.50). We do not, of course, know what Aramaic 
word Jesus may have used, but there is no reason whatever to think that 
St Mark and St Luke were in like perplexity: they are conveying to us 
what they, as teachers of the Church in their day, understood to be the 
thought of the Lord on the subject of baptism into the death of the 
Messiah. If they had understood that Jesus was merely speaking meta- 
phorically about being 'overwhelmed' by the approaching catastrophe 
(cf. Ps. 42.7, 'All thy waves and billows are gone over me'), they would 
not have used the technical term j8a7ma/xa; if they were mistaken about 
what Jesus meant, then there is no point whatever in our trying to guess 
either what Jesus meant or even what he said. But there is no reason 
to suppose that St Mark and St Luke were mistaken, since their evidence 
that Jesus taught the central importance of baptism into the death of 
the Messiah is attested by the place given to baptism in the practice 
and in the theology of the apostolic Church. St Paul is merely giving 
his own expression to the teaching of Jesus and of the whole Church 
when he writes, 'All we who were baptized into Christ Jesus were 
baptized into his death; we were buried therefore with him through 
baptism into death, that like as Christ was raised from the dead through 
the glory of the Father, so we also might walk in newness of life' 
(Rom. 6.3f., and cf. vv. 5-11; also Col. 2.12). The Messiah had come 
and had brought the divine judgment, the judgment of death; but the 
judgment had fallen upon the Messiah himself; the pouring out of the 
Spirit in the Messianic Age was now being fulfilled, and the baptism of 
the individual was the moment at which he personally underwent the 
divine judgment of death, and also the moment at which he received 
his individual endowment (xdpia^a) of the Messianic Spirit. The 
P<i7rTi,aiJ,a m Holy Spirit and with the fire of judgment which John the 
Baptist had prophesied was now a reality in the life of the Church of 
Jesus Messiah. 'In one Spirit were we all baptized into one body, 
whether Jews or Greeks, slave or free; and were all made to drink of 
one Spirit' (I Cor. 12.13). 

For St Paul almost the whole meaning of baptism is contained in 
the conception of dying and rising with Christ; other ideas, such as 
cleansing, hardly appear at all, though washing is mentioned in I Cor. 
6.11 ('But ye were washed . . . sanctified . . .justified in the name of the 
Lord Jesus Christ, and in the Spirit of our God'), where the reference is 
obviously to the baptism of the Corinthians. 'Baptized into one body' 
(I Cor. 12.13) indicates clearly the character of baptism as the act by 
which the convert is incorporated into the persona of Christ. In 'Adam', 
that is, in their solidarity with unredeemed humanity m its sinfulness, 
all must die; but in Christ, that is, through incorporation into the 
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redeemed humanity of the body (persona) of Christ, all are made alive 
(Rom. 5.12-6.11, a passage in which the doctrine of baptism is com- 
pletely integrated with the doctrines of redemption and of the Church). 
In Christ's death on Calvary the whole human race died, because Christ 
is the representative Man ('one died for all, therefore all died', II Cor. 
5.14); in Christ's resurrection the New Man is created (Eph. 2.15; 
Col. 3.9f.). The individual appropriates to himself the salvation thus 
procured by Christ through his baptism into Christ. He diesand 
this is no mere metaphor in NT thought and a new man is born; 
hence the practice, begun perhaps in NT times, of giving the baptized 
a new name, a baptismal name. What Christ has done for all humanity 
on Calvary is appropriated by each individual Christian in his baptism. 
In his baptism the Christian dies with Christ, is crucified with Christ 
(Rom. 6.6, 8; Col. 3.3); his death frees him from sin, just as the death 
of a debtor cancels the debt (Rom. 6.7, 18; cf. I Pet. 4.1). He begins a 
newjfe^ risen with Christ (Rom. 6.11-13; 7.4-6; Col. 3.1, etc.). Of 
course, the life of the baptized is in this age lived under the eschato- 
Ipgical tension of the 'even now' and the. 'not yet' ; the Christian has 
died, yet he must still 'die daily' (I Cor. 15.31); he must still 'mortify 
his members which are upon the earth' (Col. 3.5). Eschatologically the 
Christian has dj^t already; he is already_'jaised with Christ'. The crisis 
of death, that is, the judgment, has already passed; but this truth is as 
yet known only to faith. 'Ye died, and your life is hid with Christ in 
God' (Col. 3.3). The process of physical death has still to take place as 
an event in the natural order; the life of the Age to Come is possessed 
in this age only by faith. Not until Christ, who is our inner, hidden life, 
shall appear at his parousia, shall the full glory of the new life, possessed 
even now by faith, be made manifest to sight (Col. 



BAPTISM AND JUDGMENT 

Baptism involves judgment. God's judgment upon sin was executed 
in the baptism of death which Christ underwent. To be baptized is to 
accept God's verdict of guilty, and so to be brought past the great 
assize and the final judgment of the last day into the life of the Age to 
Come. 1 Does this mean that, so far as the individual Christian is <r 
cerned, there is only 'realized eschatology' and th*. 4 ,;' i **"" ~ l l * r re 
after death? The NT forbids us to answe*V' . . " they apP f ar bcfo * 
tive. It is true that the Christiar ' ^aps the judgment at the general 
Come and does not come i> ** Christians at all (except apostate 
into life' (John 5.24), ^ ne the <* uestlon ' a d we ar * l f * con ; 
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(KaraKpifjLa) to those that are in Christ Jesus' (Rom. 8.1). That is to say, 
in his baptism the Christian receives assurance that he will not be 
judged or condemned with 'the world' and its demonic "rulers'; God's 
verdict of acquittal has already delivered him from that court of world- 
judgment. Those who have made their baptismal confession that 'Jesus 
is the Son of God' are indwelt by God and consequently know that God, 
who is love, exercises his love in their case; thus, love is perfected with 
them, so that they may have boldness in the day of judgment (I John 
4.15-17). All this is true; it is an integral part of the good news of our 
salvation. But it does not mean that there is to be no judgment at all. 
On the contrary, the NT contains the most solemn warnings concerning 
the judgment of Christian believers by Christ himself. This would 
appear to be a different judgment from the judgment of 'the world', 
from which the members of Christ's body have been delivered already. 
But it is none the less a reality to be seriously faced. St Paul, who has 
asserted with all his vigour the gospel of baptismal justification, asserts 
also in the same Epistle to the Romans that 'we shall all stand before 
the judgment-seat of God. . . . Each one of us shall give account of 
himself to God' (Rom. 14.10, 12). In II Cor. 5.10 he asserts again, 'We 
must all be made manifest before the judgment-seat of Christ' 
Christ's or God's, it is all the same judgment, since it is a tenet of NT 
faith that God has committed all judgment to the Son (John 5.22, 27; 
17.2; Acts 10.42; 17.31 ; 24.25; Matt. 16.27; Rev. 2.27) 'that each one 
may receive the things done in the body, according to what he hath 
done, whether it be good or bad'. 

This doctrine of a judgment of Christians according to their works is 
no mere relic of Paul's Pharisaic ideology; it is no unconscious clinging 
to a doctrine of works. It is an assertion of the seriousness of the moral 
struggle in the Christian life, a struggle which begins only after baptis- 
mal justification has been freely received. So far is Paul removed from 
the charges of antinomianism which were brought against him (cf. 
Rom. 3.8; 6.1) that he considers that the use which the Christian makes 
of the grace (xdpurpa) which he has received in his baptism is a matter 
of a solemn divine judgment at the resurrection from the dead (cf. 

I M *'f n P arable of the Talents, Matt. 25.14-30; also Luke 19.11-27). 
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after it is already foreshadowed in the salvation-history of Israel, whose 
story is written in the Scriptures for the admonition of those upon whom 
the ends of the ages have come: those who were delivered at the baptism 
of the Red Sea, and were nourished in the wilderness by the eucharistic 
food and drink, nevertheless displeased God and perished without 
reaching the promised land (I Cor. 10.1-13). They had experienced 
God's righteousness and salvation, but they did not escape his judg- 
ment. So also Christians, who in their baptism have participated in 
Christ's justifying, redemptive baptism of death, must live all their life 
in this world under the judgment of Christ and finally at the resurrection 
of the dead appear before his judgment seat. 

It must be acknowledged that it is very difficult to fit all the NT 
passages which speak of judgment into a single unified conception. 
We have suggested that the apostolic view was that Christians who had 
remained faithful to their baptismal confession would not come into 
the general judgment of 'the nations' (the Great Assize, e.g. Matt. 
25.31f.; II Thess. 1.7-10), since they have been already acquitted 
('baptismal justification', cf., e.g., Luke 21.36; John 5.24; Rom. 8.1; 
I John 4.17; Rev. 6.17). The judgment that even the faithful Christians 
would undergo (Rom. 14.10, 12; II Cor. 5.10, etc.) is quite different 
from the judgment of 'the world'; it is the personal meeting with the 
beloved Master, whose verdict of praise or blame is itself the fulness of 
reward or punishment (cf. Matt. 25 21, 23; Luke 19.17; 22.6 If.). But it 
must be acknowledged that there are passages which seem to speak of 
only one judgment for Christians and non-Christians alike (e.g. II Tim. 
4.1, 'Christ Jesus, who shall judge the quick and the dead'; Heb. 9.27, 
'it is laid up for men once to die, and after this judgment') or of a 
judgment of all men according to their works (Matt. 16.27; John 5.29; 
Rom. 2.6; I Pet. 1.17; Rev. 2.23; 22.12; cf. Dan. 12.2). In Rev. 20.4-6 
the martyrs and confessors arise from the dead at 'the first resurrection' ; 
perhaps the seer means this to include all Christians, since he seems to 
think that all Christians will be martyred or at least persecuted. Then, 
after the thousand-year reign of the saints, and after the final casting 
of the devil into the lake of fire and brimstone (20.10), there takes 
place the general resurrection, when all (except those raised at the first 
resurrection) are judged according to their works as they appear before 
the Great White Throne (20.1 1-15). Perhaps the judgment at the general 
resurrection does not involve any Christians at all (except apostate 
ones). We can hardly determine the question, and we are left to con- 
jecture how far these pictures were meant to be regarded as literal 
prediction at all. Perhaps, after all, it is an error to try to find coherent 
and tidy theories where the NT is concerned with a mystery so profound 
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that it can be spoken of only in the language of poetry and imagination, 
which cannot be rationalized without being falsified. 

'PUTTING ON' CHRIST 

Baptism is an eschatological sacrament which anticipates the day of 
judgment. The Christian life, which arises out of it, is therefore neces- 
sarily a matter of the 'even now' and the 'not yet'. Already in our 
baptism we have 'put on' Christ: 'as many of you as were baptized into 
Christ did put on Christ' (Gal. 3.27); 'ye have put off the old man with 
his doings, and have put on the new man' (Col. 3.9f.). Yet the baptized 
are still exhorted to 'put on the Lord Jesus Christ' (Rom. 13.14), or to 
'put on the new man' (Eph. 4.24), because the 'clothing' which they have 
received in baptism is the earnest (appafiw, II Cor. 1.22; 5.5) of the 
Spirit (cf. Luke 24.49, 'until ye be clothed with Swapis from on high', i.e. 
the Spirit); it is not yet the complete a&pa TTvei^tmicdv which they will 
receive at the general resurrection (I Cor. 15.44). But the baptized need 
have no anxiety about their state of 'nakedness' before that consumma- 
tion, for even now the Spirit is at work in them to renew their 'inward 
man' day by day (II Cor. 4.16; Eph. 3.16). The Spirit within us is the 
guarantee of our resurrection in the new creation of the end-time : 'If the 
Spirit of him that raised up Jesus from the dead dwelleth in you, he that 
raised up Christ Jesus from the dead shall quicken also your mortal 
bodies through his Spirit that dwelleth in you' (Rom. 8.11). Even now, 
eschatologically, our bodies are incorporated into the resurrection- 
body of Christ; they are strictly no longer ours, but are members 
of Christ (I Cor. 6.15; Eph. 5.30); this fact has very important con- 
sequences for our bodies in this earthly life. 1 It also has important 
ethical implications in such spheres as those of sex relations (I Cor. 
6.12-20). 

But while our 'inward man' is thus being renewed by the Spirit, our 
bodies are dying. In this age, before the ultimate eschatological 'redemp- 
tion of our body' (Rom. 8.23), death and sin, though conquered, will 
still effect the dissolution of our bodies. Our body is still TO awpa -rfjs 
oapKos (Col. 2.11), our human nature in its opposition to God; ejd/>f, 
in the sense of our sin-affected human nature, cannot inherit the 
Kingdom of God, because corruption does not inherit incorruption 
(I Cor. 15.50). But even while our earthly dwelling-tent is passing into 
dissolution, we, the baptized, the members of Christ's resurrection body, 
have a building from God, a mansion of the Age to Come in the 
heavenly places (II Cor. 5.1). Even now we long to be clothed upon 

1 On this whole subject see O. Cullmann's essay, The Proleptic Deliverance of 
the Body', in his book The Early Church, 1956, 165-73. 
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with our habitation from heaven (5.2-4): Paul's metaphor becomes very 
mixed, because while he is speaking of our heavenly dwelling he per- 
ceives the relevance of the baptismal language about putting on cloth- 
ing. We shall not be left naked in God's sight at the judgment, as Adam 
and Eve knew that they were naked before God (Gen. 3.10); God has 
provided us with a baptismal robe of righteousness (cf. Gen. 3.21 ; 
Job. 29.14; Ps. 132.9), our baptismal justification, which is the guaran- 
tee of our heavenly domicile: 'he that wrought for us this very thing is 
God, who gave unto us (in our baptism, of course) the earnest of the 
Spirit' (II Cor. 5.5). There is no need for anxiety or groaning over the 
possibility that we may die before the parousia and so be left yvpvol 
(naked), i.e. without any bodies at all: God will provide us with our 
resurrection body (I Cor. 15.35-38; II Cor. 5.3f.). We may be of good 
courage, for we know that to be absent from our physical bodies means 
to be present with the Lord (II Cor. 5.8). It is possible that St Paul in 
II Cor. 5.1-10 means that during our earthly life our spiritual bodies are 
growing in heaven, in readiness for us to put them on at the general 
resurrection ; perhaps he means even that our good works in this life 
are the means by which our heavenly OI/CTJTTJ/HO. are developed. We can- 
not be sure about such matters, since his words are open to more than 
one interpretation. 1 But it is clear that St Paul holds that those who 
have died already in the Lord will be at no disadvantage as compared 
with those who are still alive at the parousia; they will come with the 
Lord at his return, and we with them shall be 'for ever with the Lord' 
(I Thess. 4.13-18). 

The apostolic Church seems to have held that we do not receive our 
resurrection bodies immediately after we die, but that we 'sleep' in 
Christ until the parousia (1 Cor. 15.18; I Thess. 4.13-15; Rev. 14.13; 
cf. Mark 5.39) The baptized dead, being in Christ, are not 'naked' (i.e. 
bodiless) spirits because of their incorporation into Christ's body. Heb. 
12.1 ('we are compassed about with so great a cloud of witnesses') can 
hardly alone justify the view that the dead (i e. the OT heroes) are fully 
conscious observers of the Church's struggle against the world; the words 
are surely a graphic and poetic way of encouraging Christians to emulate 
the valour of the saints of old, pictured as a great applauding crowd of 
spectators who urge the athletes to even mightier efforts in the race. 2 

1 See R. P. C Hanson, // Corinthians (Torch Commentary), 1954, 47f., 55-9. 
For a different interpretation see J. A. T Robinson, The Body. 

2 In the NT pdprvs means an eye-witness (or ear-witness). Perhaps in Acts 22.20 
and Rev 2 13 we are approaching the later sense of 'martyr* one who bears testi- 
mony to Christ before the magistrate's court and consequently surfers the penalty of 
death. It is conceivable, but not perhaps likely, that this sense is being applied to the 
OT *martyrs' in Heb. 12 1, in which case the notion of their being spectators of the 
struggles of the Christians would not be present at all. 
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Nor can Luke 23.43 (Today shall thou be with me in paradise') be 
held to contradict the general NT view, since the words are again 
poetical and imply nothing more than being "with 9 Christ, a condition 
which was deemed to confer the utmost blessedness on those who had 
fallen asleep (cf. Phil. 1.21, 23; 'to die is gain ... to depart and be with 
Christ, for it is very far better'; also John 12.24-26; II Cor. 5.8). Nor 
should we take literally Rev. 6.9-11, where the souls of the slain (in 
their place of nearness to God) underneath the altar are said to cry 
'How long?' Even in this passage they are spoken of as 'resting' (cf. 
14.13). The idea of the saints as even now interceding at the altar in 
heaven appears in Rev. 5.8 and 8.3f., but such passages are highly 
poetical and would provide but a precarious biblical basis for the prac- 
tice of praying to the saints. On the whole it may be concluded that the 
beautiful metaphor of sleep most adequately expresses the deepest con- 
viction of the apostolic Church concerning those of the baptized who 
had already died (cf. the later use of 'cemetery', from the Greek 
KOifj,rjTrip<,ov, a sleeping-place). It may be added that no entirely satis- 
factory explanation has ever been found for the reference to baptizing 
for the dead in I Cor. 15.29 apparently a practice of baptizing by 
proxy on behalf of someone who had died. Perhaps, in view of the NT 
evidence that the faith of a sponsor was considered to avail for a 
person an infant or an epileptic who could not answer for himself, 
it was the custom to baptize by proxy on behalf of a catechumen, 
who had died before he could be baptized. This is conjectural, 
of course, but at least it makes sense of an otherwise inexplicable 
verse. 

We may ask what it was that first suggested the language of 'putting 
on' (o>8uai, ZvSvais, circvSvopai), which is found in connection with 
baptism. Of course, there is the OT language about putting on right- 
eousness (Job 29.14) or about the priests being clothed with righteous- 
ness (Ps. 132.9) language which might naturally suggest baptismal 
justification to a mind like that of St Paul as he read the Scriptures. 
But this kind of literary explanation seems more like an after-thought 
than the starting point of a vivid metaphor. It is altogether more 
probable that it arose from the practice of the putting on of the white 
baptismal robe by the candidates for baptism. Older commentators, 
such as J. B. Light foot, 1 thought that this practice could hardly have 
begun in St Paul's day and that therefore the metaphor must have arisen 
from the very common parallel usages of the LXX. But there is no 
reason why the practice should be less likely to have arisen in A.D. 50 
than in 150: Justin Martyr (Dial. c. Tr. 116) attests its prevalence in the 
* St PwVs Epistle to the Galatians. 1865, ad 3.27, 8th ed., 1884, 149f. 
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second century. After all, some such practice must have been necessary 
from the very beginning, since baptism was by total immersion in 
running water (cf. Didache 7. 1-3 ; Heb. 10.22), and the earliest Christians 
doubtless shared in full the very un-Greek aversion of the Jews from the 
state of -yvfivorrjs. What is more likely than that the putting on of the 
white robe should from the beginning have represented to the mind of 
the Church the putting on of Christ, just as the actual immersion in the 
river represented the burial of the Christian with Christ in his death, 
and as the rising from the water symbolized his resurrection from 
the dead (cf. Rom. 6.3f.)? It was this latter symbolism which led the 
Church in post-NT times to hold the baptismal ceremony at or near the 
Pascha (Eastertide), as soon as the calendar of the Christian year came 
to be generally observed. It is probable also that the picture of the 
white robe (aroXrj XCVKJ) given to the saints in Rev. 6.1 1 (cf. 3.4 and 7.9) 
is derived from the image vividly present to the seer's mind of the great 
company, composed of people of many nationalities and languages, 
who were gathered together at a great service of Christian baptism, 
where the catechumens with palms in their hands acclaimed the Lamb 
upon the throne. The seer's conception of the robes of the saints 
washed in the blood of the Lamb (Rev. 7.14; 22.14) is his way of 
expressing the great truth which the whole NT affirms, namely, baptis- 
mal justification. 

BAPTISM, FAITH AND FORGIVENESS 

We have already seen in Chapter 10 that justification in the NT 
means justification by the gracious and saving righteousness of God 
through baptismal incorporation into the corporate personality of 
Christ. 1 That which saves is no mere negative renunciation of sins of 
the flesh, but the positive acquisition of an actively good conscience 
through our being made part of the resurrection-life of Christ himself 
(cf. I Pet. 3.21). Thus, faith in Christ is inseparable from baptism, and 
this faith is itself the result of the operation of God's prevenient grace, 
or of the Holy Spirit, before ever the candidate can come to baptism 
at all (cf. I Cor. 12.3). Baptism apart from faith, as an ex opere operato 
initiatory ceremony, would have been incomprehensible to the mind of 
the apostolic Church. The NT has no answer at all to the question about 
the standing of a person who has been baptized, perhaps as a matter of 
social or family custom, but who possesses no real personal faith, 
because in a missionary situation such a case does not arise; the aposto- 
lic Church would not have regarded anyone who had gone through the 
ceremony of being baptized without making a genuine response of faith 

1 Supra, 236. 
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as having been effectively baptized at all. But equally the NT mind 
could not have contemplated the possibility of saving faith apart from 
baptism; again it would have been unthinkable that there should have 
been sincere believers who were not baptized, except for those who were 
awaiting the opportunity of baptism. Again, too, the NT gives us no 
answer to the question of the standing of believers who are not bap- 
tized. We must not try to answer questions which the NT leaves 
unanswered. 

In the Church of the NT, faith and baptism belong together, like 
soul and body in biblical thought: the one cannot exist without the 
other. To regard sincere faith as adequate to salvation apart from 
baptismal incorporation into Christ's body is sheer 'Christian Science' 
by the standards of NT theology; by ignoring the reality of the body 
it makes salvation a subjective affair, a disembodied soul-salvation of 
individuals who have 'enjoyed' a certain 'experience'. The profession 
of faith without the bodily action of submission in baptism is not the 
obedience of the whole man; a mental act which has no outward 
embodiment is a mere phantom of the full-blooded, full-bodied whole- 
ness of biblical thinking. Believing while dispensing with the act of 
obedience, with the act of baptism, is a kind of docetism, and is thus 
not belief in the NT sense at all. The action or, rather, the passion 
of being baptized, is itself part of the act of believing, since to believe 
means to obey. So often we hear it said that the thing which matters is 
the inward attitude of mind and heart and will, and that outward con- 
formity to a 'mere' ceremony is formalism, externalism, or institution- 
alism. Thus, baptism ceases to be a necessity and becomes an optional 
extra for those who like pretty-pretty ceremonies; and those who insist 
on baptism are accused of exalting the letter above the spirit. Such 
reasoning develops from the post-Renaissance breaking up of the biblical 
unity of body and soul, of faith and obedience, of inner truth and out- 
ward expression. It is not surprising that it did not emerge in Christian 
thought until after the Reformation ; but it belongs to the Renaissance 
rather than to the Reformation. The parallel to the view that baptism 
is a dispensable extra is the docetic view that the historical question 
about whether Christ really suffered and died is unimportant : all that 
matters was his own inner self-dedication. The actual historical baptism 
of the individual Christian is important precisely in the sense in which 
the actual historical death of Christ is important. Both are c^cfo-af , unre- 
peatable. In Heb. 6.4-8 Auct. Heb. is not saying that the forgiveness of 
post-baptismal sin is impossible; he is saying that those who were once 
enlightened (cwraf <am<r0eWa?) a technical term for 'baptized' and 
tasted of the heavenly gift (i.e. the Holy Spirit in baptism), and were 
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made /^'ro^oi of the Holy Spirit, etc., and tfien fell away, cannot be 
renewed unto repentance (iraXiv di>a/cam / eu> els pcTavoiav), i.e. be re- 
baptized. The NT doctrine of the cross of Christ as a baptism is not 
far from the writer's mind, for he says that to fall away after baptism 
is to 'crucify to themselves the Son of God afresh and put him to an 
open shame' (6.6). To receive baptism is to accept the cross, to die with 
Christ, as St Paul would have said; apostasy after baptism is to throw 
in one's lot with the world that rejected and still rejects Christ. It is 
with this sin, rather than with post-baptismal sin in general, that 
Auct. Heb. is here concerned; and apostasy is mortal sin precisely 
because it is the negation of the fundamental act of baptism. In the 
view of Auct. Heb., and probably of other NT writers also, apostasy 
is, like baptism, e<a7raf, an act that can be performed only 
once. 1 This is because baptism itself is the indispensable, effective 
symbol of salvation, the sealing or ratification of the believing act 
of obedience by which the individual disciple is made one with 
Christ in his death and resurrection and is endowed with the gift 
of the Spirit, whereby even now he tastes the powers of the Age to 
Come. 

In the preaching of Jesus faith and repentance were conditions of 
entering into the reign of God (Mark 1.15, etc ). 2 The baptism of John 
had been a 'baptism of repentance unto remission of sins' (dfaais 
d/za/mcuv) (Mark 1.4, Luke 3.3). Remission of sins was in Jewish 
expectation one of the benefits that would be conferred in the Messianic 
Age (cf. Isa. 43.25; Jer. 31.34b; 33.8; 50.20; Micah 7.18f.), and hence 
it was entirely appropriate that Christian baptism, which was the 
eschatological sacrament of the outpouring of the Spirit in the latter 
days, should be closely associated with the declaration of the forgive- 
ness of sins: cf. Acts 2.38, 'Repent ye, and be baptized in the name of 
Jesus Christ unto the remission of your sins; and ye shall receive the 
gift of the Holy Spirit' (cf. also Luke 24.47; Acts 5 31; 10.43; 13.38; 
26.18; Eph. 1 7; Col. 1 14; I John 1.9; 2.12) Baptism, with its accomp- 
anying repentance and faith, was the divinely appointed way by which 
the individual entered into the sphere of the Messianic d'^eai? apaprubv 
and of the outpouring of the Spirit; there was no other way of entering 
upon the life of the Age to Come. The Messiah is the bringer of afavis 
(forgiveness), which is a consequence of his coming and is available to 
all upon whom the Spirit of the latter times is bestowed. There is no 
suggestion in the NT that God could not forgive sins until Christ had 
by his self-sacrifice made it possible. In the NT 'forgiveness is not 
directly connected with the death of Christ; it is nowhere said that he 

1 Cf. supra, 107-9. 2 See supra, 20-2. 
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died that men might be forgiven.' 1 Forgiveness, in its NT sense of 
cufxms apapriwv, is one of the blessings brought by the Messiah (cf. 
I Tim. 1.15) and it must characterize the lives of those who have been 
baptized into the Spirit of God and of Christ (cf. Matt. 6.12, 14f.; 
18.21-35; Mark 11.25; Luke 11.4; Acts 7.60; Eph. 4.32, etc.). In the 
Gospels Jesus is powerfully represented as the Messianic bringer of 
forgiveness: The Son of Man hath power on earth to forgive sins' 
(Mark 2.10). He says to those whom he will cure, Thy sins are forgiven 
thee'. There is a subtle connection between the healing miracles of 
Jesus and baptism and the Eucharist in the apostolic Church; the 
sacraments are looked upon as 'greater works than these' greater 
even than the ar^cia of healing which Jesus in his earthly ministry had 
wrought. 2 'He that believeth on me, the works that I do shall he do 
also; and greater works than these shall he do, because I go to my 
Father (and will then send the Spirit)' (John 14.12). The work of bap- 
tism is the continuance of the healing ministry of Jesus, who by means of 
it demonstrated the reality of the Messianic averts- d/xa/mtDy (Mark 
2.10-12). To this end were the disciples endowed with Holy Spirit and 
commissioned with the power of binding and loosing: 'Receive ye the 
Holy Spirit: whosesoever sins ye forgive, they are forgiven unto them; 
whosesoever sins ye retain, they are retained' (John 20.22f.; cf. Matt. 
16.19; 18.18). 'Go ye and make disciples of all the nations, baptizing 
them... '(Matt. 28. 19). 

THE SEAL OF THE SPIRIT 

There is only one baptism in the Church of Christ, just as there is one 
Lord, one faith, one Father, one Spirit and one body (Eph. 4.4). 
Baptism is therefore the symbol of the universality of Christ : all nations 
and classes drink of the one Spirit; Jew and Gentile, master and slave, 
are baptized together (I Cor. 12.13; Gal. 3.27f.). All Christian baptism 
is baptism in Holy Spirit, the outpoured owapis from on high of the 
Messianic Age; indeed, this is what distinguishes it from the baptism of 
John, which was baptism only in water (Mark 1.8; Matt. 3.11; Luke 3.16; 
John 1.33; Acts 1.5; 11.16; 19. 1-7). In his baptism the individual Chris- 
tian was ordained to the ministry of Christ's Church and given his 
personal x<*P icr t jLa of the Spirit to enable him to fulfil his God-given 

1 Vincent Taylor, Forgiveness and Reconciliation, 1946, 3. In Chap. I of this work 
Dr Taylor has given us a valuable study of forgiveness (ctycat?, <tyt'wu, xapi<yuu), 
in which he shews that 'forgiveness* in the NT is a narrower conception than it has 
become in modern theological usage, where it is virtually the equivalent of recon- 
ciliation in the widest sense. This modern usage is largely based on the parable of the 
Prodigal Son (Luke 15.11-32), although the 'forgiveness* words do not occur in it. 
In the NT forgiveness means the removal of the barriers to reconciliation rather than 
reconciliation itself. Forgiveness is always remission of sins (never of penalties). 

2 Cf. O. Cullmann, Early Christian Worship, ET, 1953, 87, 118. 
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(I Cor. 12.4-13; Eph. 4.7); 1 he was 'sealed' with the Holy 
Spirit, and he was anointed king and priest in the new Israel of God. 

The idea of baptism as the seal of the Spirit appears in II Cor. 1.22;" 
Eph. 1.13 and 4.30, and probably in Rev. 7.3-8. St Paul teaches that 
God has firmly established us in Christ and has anointed us (with Holy 
Spirit in baptism) and sealed us and given us in our hearts the earnest 
(appafiuv) of tfieJJpirit as our means of inner assurance (II Cor. 1.22). 
Baptismal sealing with the promised Holy Spirit is the dppafiwv of our 
inheritance in the day when God redeems his own possession (Eph. 
1.13f.); Christians were sealed in the Holy Spirit of God until the 
dawning of redemption-day (Eph. 4.30). The verb used in these passages 
is o^payi^iv, which means ( to mark with a sign', 'to brand' (as of 



cattle or slaves), 'to set one's seal upon', and hence 'to ratify', 'confirm',' 
'attest'. 2 A similar notion is found in Gal. 6.17, where St Paul says that 
he bears branded on his body the marks (<m'y/ara) of Jesus, as a slave 
bears his owner's mark (cf. Phil. 1.1, SoCAoi Xpurrov); but he is probably 
thinking here of the marks left by his sufferings rather than of the 
baptismal sign. What St Paul means by 'branding' or 'sealing' with 
Holy Spirit is that Christians in their baptism receive the internal mark 
or sign of the Holy Spirit; this 'mark' is not-accessible to human inspec- 
,tiao_injhis age, but it is nevertheless the sign by which those who belong 
to God will be recognized in the day of judgment (cf. II Tim. 2.19). 

The idea that God sets his mark upon his own is a familiar one in 
the Bible. Thus, God set his mark upon Cain (Gen. 4.15), the man 
who was his brother's murderer, and here is seen as in a parable the 
mystery and miracle of grace: God will not let man go or abandon him 
to his justly merited fate. Cain in his wanderings, even when far from 
the presence of God, nevertheless stands under the protection of God. 
It was upon the lintels of the dwellings of the Israelites^that the mark 
was set, not upon their persons, on the first passover-night in Egypt 
(Ex. 12.13, 22). But the most important OT passage in this connection 
is Ezek. 9.4-6, where the prophet in his vision sees the mark taw (i.e. 
a cross) set upon the foreheads of the faithful Jews who had resisted 
the heathen abominations; in the day of vengeance all who are marked 
with the cross are spared. This'passage is taken up by the author of the 
Apocalypse (Rev. 7.3; 9.4; cf. 14.1), who sees in his vision the sealing 
(both a<f>pay%iv and a<t>payls are used) of the SewAoi rov 9cov on their 
foreheads before the avenging angels are allowed to begin their hurtful 
work. One hundred and forty and four thousand (i.e. the complete 

1 See supra, 110, 304f. 

8 The noun ofoayls (a seal) is never directly applied to baptism; it is found in 
NT at Rom. 4.1 1, 1 Cor. 9.2, II Tim. 2.19 and some thirteen times in Rev. ; of these 
occurrences Rom. 4.11 and Rev. 9.4 are important for our purpose. 
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number of the saved) of the tribes of the New Israel are sealed before the 
judgment begins: the seer is thinking of the present age as the age of 
baptism, the time of the sealing of the redeemed, which will shortly 
be completed before the onset of the avenging powers in the day of 
judgment. The brand-mark of Christ's SoOAoi (cf. Phil. 1.1 ; Gal. 6.17), 
the a^payis on their foreheads, is, of course, as in Ezek. 9.4, the sign 
of the cross, now received in baptism. It is, of course, just as likely that 
the use of the sign of the cross in baptism should have arisen before the 
end of the first century A.D. as that it should have originated at a later 
date; the Ezekiel passage would hardly have been overlooked by those 
Christian rabbis who first searched the Scriptures for their testimony to 
Christ, and the evidence of the Apocalypse proves that the passage 
was noticed at least before the close of the first century. Ezek. 9.4-6 
would be regarded, as it seems to be in the Apocalypse, as a prophecy 
of Christian baptism which was now fulfilled in the Church of the 
Messiah. 

The evidence of the Apocalypse shews us that the idea of the baptized 
as the slaves of Christ, branded with their owner's seal, is not only 
a Pauline idea, or at least that, if it was originally Pauline, it had 
been adopted into the thought of the Church at large a generation 
or so after St Paul's time. There is, however, one other passage in the 
Johannine writings which suggests that the conception of baptism as a 
sealing was known outside the more narrowly Pauline circle. In John 
6.27 we read, 'Work not for the meat which perishes, but for the meat 
which endures into the life of the (new) Age, which the Son of Man shall 
give unto you: for him the Father has sealed, even God himself.' 
According to the rabbis the Messiah when he came would bring again 
the manna from heaven: Jesus gives the bread of life, the bread from 
heaven, which, unlike the manna given by Moses, does not perish: this 
he does because he is the Son of Man or Messiah, i.e. the one who is 
anointed in Holy Spirit or the one who is 'sealed' in the Spirit. 1 

But thus far we have hardly as yet touched upon the essential mean- 
ing of the conception of baptism as a sealing; we have dealt, indeed, 
with important matters, but we have not mentioned what must surely 
be held to be the real origin and significance of the NT use of ojpayk 
in connection with baptism. This, of course, is to be found in the fact 
that the rabbis spoke of circumcision as a seal, the divinely appointed 
sign or seal of the individual's standing within the Covenant. In the OT 
itself circumcision is not actually called a seal, but at its institution it is 



1 Cf. C. K. Barrett, GSJ, 238: 'In view of the aorist (lo^payiafv) it is natural to 
bok to a particular act of sealing, this should probably be found in the baptism of 
J^sus, or rather, since John does not record the baptism itself, in the descent of the 
Spirit upon Jesus. See especially 1 .33f.' 
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said lo be cV CTTJ/ZCUU SiaBrjKTjs (Gen. 17.11). In Jewish usage, however, 
the term 'seal' was regularly applied to circumcision, 1 and St Paul is 
adopting rabbinic terminology in Rom. 4.11 : *He (Abraham) received 
the sign of circumcision (a-q^lov TTC/HTO^T}?), a seal (afoayis) of the 
righteousness of the faith which he had while he was still in uncircum- 
cision.' Paul is arguing that Abraham was justified by his faith while 
still a Gentile; circumcision was given to him after his faith had been 
credited to him for righteousness; it was like the seal on a document 
which authenticates a transaction already completed: thus Abraham is 
the father of believing Gentiles as well as of those Jews who share his 
faith in God's promise. Paul thus comes to think of baptism as a seal 
of the New Covenant in the sense in which circumcision was the 
sign and seal of the Old Covenant. But whereas circumcision was a 
physical mark, visible in the flesh, baptism was a seal of the Spirit, an 
invisible, inward sealing. A similar thought is expressed in Rom. 2.28f. : 
'He is not a Jew who is one outwardly; neither is that circumcision 
which is outward in the flesh: but he is a Jew who is one inwardly: 
and circumcision is that of the heart, in the Spirit, not in the letter; 
whose praise is not from men but from God.' This 'circumcision of the 
heart' corresponds to the 'circumcision not made with hands' of Col. 
2.1 1, which the context clearly proves to be Christian baptism: '(Christ) 
in whom ye were also circumcised with a circumcision not made with 
hands, in the putting off of the body of the flesh (i.e. the unredeemed 
carnal self), in the circumcision of Christ, having been buried with him 
in baptism, wherein ye were also raised with him through faith in the 
working of God, who raised him from the dead.' From this passage, 
unique in the NT, we learn that baptism is the Christian circumcision, 
the means by which the individual is made a member of the Covenant 
people, and as a result of which he bears the Spirit^ s_seal in his heart. 
It is not surprising in view of this teaching of St Paul's to find that the 
term o^payis was at an early date transferred from Jewish circumcision 
to Christian baptism and indeed becomes a technical term for the latter; 
for instance, in II Clement there is great stress laid on 'keeping baptism 
pure and undefiled' (6.9) which is apparently synonymous with 'keeping 
the seal' (7.6) or 'keeping the seal unstained' (8.6). 2 

To regard baptism as the Christian circumcision is an inevitable 
corollary of the recognition of the Christian Church as 'the Israel of 

1 Sanday and Headlam (Romans, ICC, 107), cite the prayer pronounced at the 
circumcision of a child : 'Blessed be he who sanctified his beloved from the womb, 
and put his ordinance upon his flesh, and sealed his offspring with the sign of a holy 
Covenant 1 ; also Targum Cant. 111.8, 'The seal of circumcision is in your flesh as it 
was sealed in the flesh of Abraham*; Shemoth R. 19, 'Ye shall not eat of the passover 
unless the seal of Abraham be in your flesh.' 

2 See also J. B. Lightfoot, Apostolic Fathers, Part I, Vol. 2, 1890, 226. 
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God' (Gal. 6.16; cf. 3.7, 9, 29). Thus, St Paul in Phil. 3.2f. explicitly 
denies the title of 'the circumcision' to Israel Kara adpKa (but cf. Gal. 
2.7-9) and uses instead the scornful title 'the concision' (17 /cararo/LtrJ 
a word not found elsewhere in NT or in cl. Gk. lit. or in LXX): the 
expression means 'mutilation' (Lat. concisio\ cf. the play on the verb 
anoKOTTTw, 'to amputate', in Gal. 5.12). The Jewish circumcision is a 
mere physical mutilation, unworthy of being placed alongside the Christ- 
ian circumcision of the heart, which is the seal of the Spirit: St Paul's 
words in Phil. 3.2f. are, 'Beware of the concision, for we are the cir- 
cumcision (17 TTC/HTO/ITJ), who worship by the Spirit of God' (ol Ilv^ari 
9cov Xarpcvovrcs, cf. the rational worship of Rom. 12.1 and the spiritual 
sacrifices of I Pet. 2.5). Thus, St Paul regards the Christian Church as 
the true circumcision, i.e. the New Israel, and baptism is the Christian 
arjfjLclov TrepiTO/xiJs and cr^payis rfjs SiKaioavvys TT/J moreen (cf. Rom. 
4.1 1). But the character of the Christian a^ctov and a^payis is qualita- 
tively different from that of circumcision as practised in Judaism. Not 
merely is it inward and invisible instead of outward and physical; it is 
also universal. It is universal not merely in that baptism is not the badge 
of a single race, but is for 'all nations'; it is universal in a sense in which 
the Jewish circumcision could not be: it included male and female. 
There can be no male and female: for ye are all one in Christ Jesus' 
(Gal. 3.28 ; note v. 27). The[truth of this deep insight was doubtless acted 
upon in the Church's life and worship long before it was formulated by 
St Paul or anyone else; from the earliest days women as well as men 
were baptized into the body of Christ without discrimination. We are 
apt to take this for granted and we hardly pause to consider what a 
revolutionary change had been made, so important in its consequences 
for the subsequent history of the human race. But reflection will con- 
vince us that nothing else that has happened in history has been 
quite so important in establishing the true status of women as the fact 
that the Christian Church from the beginning baptized alike both 
men and women. 1 The distinctions that had seemed important in the 
old order now no longer mattered: race, social status, sex counted for 
nothing in the new order (Gal. 3.28), not even circumcision or uncir- 
cumcision, but only new creation (Gal. 6.15). It is through baptism 
that the new creation of the end-time comes into being. As in the 
beginning the Spirit 'brooded' over the waters of the old creation 
(Gen. 1.2): as the dove, the symbol of the divine mercy, returned to the 
ark at the saving-baptism of Noah, which foreshadowed Christian 
baptism (cf. I Pet. 3.20f.): so the Spirit as a dove brooded again over 
the waters at the baptism of Christ (Mark 1.10; Matt. 3.16; Luke 3.22; 
1 For a specific instance of the baptism of a woman see Acts 16.15 (Lydia). 
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John 1 .32f.) : now in Christian baptism the Spirit broods over the waters 
and breathes life into the new creation, the life of the Age to Come. The 
dove which is so often found over the font in the churches of Christen- 
dom is a profound symbol of the meaning of Christian baptism. 

THE LAYING ON OF HANDS 

The likelihood that the laying on of hands was a regular feature of 
baptism in the apostolic Church is attested rather by the universal and 
continuous tradition of the Church in post-NT times than by direct 
NT evidence. Only two passages, both in Acts, refer explicitly to the 
matter: from the obscure reference to the laying on of hands in Heb. 6.2 
nothing more may be inferred than that catechetical instruction upon 
the subject was given in the apostolic Church, but whether the reference is 
to the use of the ceremony at baptism or at ordination it is impossible 
to determine. 1 It is reasonable to suppose, though it cannot be proved, 
that the laying on of hands at baptism was intended to symbolize both 
'ordination' to the ministerial priesthood of the laity and also 'corona- 
tion' in the kingly office of those appointed to share the pamXda of 
Christ (cf. I Pet. 2.9; Rev. 1.6; 5.10; 20.6). In each case the idea of 
anointing would be the primary meaning of the act, since both kings 
and priests were anointed in Israel; 2 the aspect of baptism as an 
anointing in Holy Spirit would be symbolized by the laying on of hands. 
This does not mean, however, that the moment of the laying on of 
hands was thought of as the moment of the imparting of the Holy 
Spirit. 8 In the NT the whole baptismal action is a unity which cannot be 
analysed into its component parts, and it is in the whole action that the 
Spirit is bestowed. If we had to assign a moment for the imparting of 
the Spirit, it could on the evidence of the NT only be the moment of the 
coming up out of the water, as it was at this moment that the Spirit 
came upon Jesus (Mark 1.10). But such attempts to define what the Scrip- 
tures leave undefined are rationalistic intrusions into the mystery of rev- 
elation and are almost always the cause of disunity amongst Christians. 

St Luke at least has no theory about the laying on of hands as the 
necessary condition or as the moment of the Spirit's descent; and 

1 On the general theme of the laying on of hands in the Bible see supra, 329. 

2 See supra, 178. 

3 Still less does it mean that the apostolic Church considered that baptism in 
water was not baptism in Holy Spirit at all and that it was the ceremony of the laying 
on of hands which was thought of as baptism in Holy Spmt a position which has 
been maintained in A. J. Mason, The Relation of Confirmation to Baptism, 1890, 
G. Dix, The Theology of Confirmation in relation to Baptism, 1946, etc. All attempts 
to exalt confirmation as 'the seal of the Spirit* as over against "mere* water-baptism 
fail for lack of scriptural warrant. On the whole subject see G. W. H. Lampe, The 
Seal of the Spirit: a Study in the Doctrine of Baptism and Confirmation in the New 
Testament and the Fathers, 1951. 
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he is the only NT writer to give us any information upon the subject. 
In the former of his two passages which mention the laying on of hands 
(Acts 8.14-18) the Holy Spirit indeed descends upon the Samaritans, 
whom Philip had previously baptized, when the apostles Peter and John 
lay their hands on them. The point of the story is that Philip had taken 
the unprecedented step of baptizing non-Jews, Samaritans; Peter and 
John come down from Jerusalem to investigate the matter; they signify 
their approval of Philip's action and confirm the baptism of the Samari- 
tans by the laying on of hands, and the Samaritans immediately receive 
the Holy Spirit. Philip's action, that is to say, is confirmed not only by 
the apostles but by God himself, who sends the Spirit. In this passage 
the laying on of hands has little to do with 'confirmation' in the modern 
church sense; what is being 'confirmed' is the unprecedented action of 
baptizing Samaritans. A similar unprecedented step is taken by St Peter 
himself in the baptism of the household of Cornelius, 'the Pentecost of 
the Gentiles' (Acts 10). Now, for the first time, Gentiles not Jewish 
half-cousins, like the Samaritans are baptized; again the Holy Spirit 
descends, but this time the gift occurs before the baptism has taken 
place (10.44-48): God 'confirms' the action before Peter had even men- 
tioned baptism in his preaching. There is now no reference to the laying 
on of apostolic hands, because no apostolic confirmation is necessary; 
as St Peter remarks, 'Who can forbid the water, that these should not be 
baptized, who have received the Holy Spirit as we did?' (10.47). 

The second passage in Acts which deals with the laying on of hands 
is Acts 19.5f. : Paul baptizes the twelve disciples of John in Ephesus, 'and 
when Paul had laid his hands upon them, the Holy Spirit came on them, 
and they spake with tongues and prophesied'. The point of the story 
is that the Baptist's sect of disciples, numerous in many parts of the 
world as the story suggests, were still awaiting the Messianic outpouring 
of the Spirit, which John had prophesied: they did not know that the 
prediction had been fulfilled in Christian baptism; Paul's proclamation 
that John's prediction was fulfilled in Jesus was demonstrated at the 
baptism of the men by the descent of the Spirit. It would indeed be 
precarious to base on this single passage a doctrine of 'the relation of 
baptism to confirmation', in view of the silence of St Paul and the rest 
of the NT upon the whole subject of the laying on of hands in baptism. 1 

1 It would also be precarious to conclude anything from Acts 9.17f ; the laying 
on of hands by Ananias seems to be connected with the healing of Paul's blindness 
rather than with the baptism which follows, but the whole complex is doubtless 
closely connected in St Luke's thought: the laying on of hands, the restoration of 
sight (cf. baptismal ^ama/xds; see p. 338 supra), the baptism, the taking of food 
( 9 Eucharist), 'strengthening*. In post-NT times the catechumens after they had been 
baptized were given the rpo<M of milk and honey to symbolize their entry even now 
by faith into the Promised Land. See also note 3 on p. 338 supra. 
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We must conclude that the baptismal act as a whole is regarded in 
the NT as the anointing of the members of the New Israel with Holy 
Spirit, which is not to be identified with any particular moment or 
action (such as the laying on of hands) within it. Baptism is a being 
born anew of water and of the Spirit (John 3.3-8), and the NT knows 
no Christian baptism which is baptism in water only and is a mere 
preliminary to some other ceremony of the imparting of the Holy Spirit 
which follows upon it. There is nothing in the NT to suggest that any 
physical anointing with oil (chrismation) took place in baptism in the 
apostolic Church, though in James 5.14 we read of the anointing of the 
sick with oil (contrast Mark 16.18). The baptized are anointed with 
water, which symbolizes the outpoured Holy Spirit; at least, nothing 
more than this can be inferred from the few passages which specifically 
allude to baptismal anointing: in II Cor. 1.2 If. St Paul writes, 'He that 
stablishes us (6 8c jSejSawSv ij/xa?) with you in (els) Christ, and anointed us 
(ic<u xptws w 5 ?)* is God, who also sealed us and gave us the appapwv 
of the Spirit in our hearts'; and in I John 2.20 and 27 it is claimed that 
because of their 'anointing (gpicrpa) from the Holy One' Christians 
know all the truth (cf. John 14.26; 16.13). 1 It has been usual amongst 
commentators on Acts 1 1 .26 to repeat from one another the remark 
that the dubbing of the disciples 'Christians' (Xpiariavol, cf. Acts 26.28; 
I Pet. 4.16) was a witticism of the Antiochenes, who had noticed that 
they were always talking about Christ; it is much more likely that the 
Greek-speaking disciples of Antioch adopted the word because they 
regarded themselves as those who were anointed, as Jesus had been, 
with the Holy Spirit in the latter days. Baptism is always baptism in Holy 
Spirit; the laying on of hands (whether performed, as in the Orthodox 
and Lutheran churches, at the baptism of infants or at 'years of discre- 
tion') is an integral part of the action, and there are no scriptural 
grounds for elaborating a 'theology' of the one in relation to the other. 
The unity of the Church (whether the separated 'churches' will recog- 
nize the truth or not) is something which is already given by God in the 
great fact of the 'one baptism' (Eph. 4.4) : all the baptized have drunk 
of the 'one Spirit' (I Cor. 12.13; Eph. 4.4) a truth which is acknow- 
ledged when 'the churches' disallow the re-baptism of those who have 
already been baptized in other denominations. The unity of baptism, 
and therefore of the Church itself, should not be obscured by insistence 

1 The noun xP^ a occurs in NT only at I John 2.20 and 27; the verb xpt'o* is used 
of Christians only at II Cor. 1.21, and of Christ as having been anointed at Luke 4.18 
(cf. Isa. 61.1); Acts 4.27; 10.38; Heb. 1.9 (citing Ps. 45.7). At James 5.14, the only 
reference in the epistles to a physical anointing with oil, the verb used is significantly 
not X/H'O> but aActycu (used also eight times in the Gospels of physical anointing with 
oil). 
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upon theories of 'confirmation' which clearly cannot be 'proved by 
most certain warrants of Holy Scripture'. 

INFANT BAPTISM IN THE NEW TESTAMENT 

Recent NT scholarship has emphasized the organic connection that 
exists between the worship and practice of the earliest Christian com- 
munities and the actual words of the NT records, particularly those 
of the various pericopae of the Gospels. The records, that is to say, 
arise out of the inner life and faith of the apostolic Church. In the 
light of recent NT scholarship there can be no reasonable doubt that 
the practice of baptizing m infancy the children of Christian parents 
goes back to the days of the apostles themselves. Furthermore, in the 
light of our present understanding of the theology of the apostolic 
Church it would seem that the practice of such infant baptism is a 
natural and indeedjnevitablfi expression of the f^ith of the church of 
NTjiays. The recovery in our own times of the full biblical theology 
of the NT has helped us to understand more clearly that objections to 
the practice of baptizing the infant children of Christian parents arise 
rather from the rationalistic and individualistic attitudes of renaissance 
humanism than from a right understanding of the NT teaching about 
faith and justification, v 7 

In the missionary situation of the apostolic Church, as on the mission- 
field today, baptism would be for the most part adult. But the solidarity 
of the family, or more accurately the household, would mean, in 
baptism as in all other matters, that when the head of the household 
took a decisive step, he committed every member of his 'house' (ofoo?); 
he was a 'representative man', a kind of inclusive personality, and what 
happened to him happened to all. Thus, we read that 'so-and-so was 
baptized and all his house' (Acts 16.15, 33; I Cor. 1.16; cf. Acts 10.48). 
Whether this means that the slaves and children were all baptized 
individually we have no means of knowing: in any case the NT principle 
of representative faith is established. Thgrejs noplace for our modern 
Jn&YidjuaUsinJn biblioaJ Chinking; we do not live unto ourselves; Jhe 
faith of one is available for those who are unable as yet to express their 
own faith. This is clearly brought out in the story of the conversion of 
the Philippian gaoler (Acts 16.19-34). 'Believe on the Lord Jesus, and 
thou shalt be saved, thou and thy house; ... he was baptized, he and 
all his, immediately' (Trapaxpfjua) (16.31, 33). What has happened to 
the gaoler happens also to 'all his' : is not this still an essential truth of 
family relationships? When the head of the family, or the parents of 
the children, are baptized, something happens to the children : they are 
no longer pagans, outside the fellowship of the Spirit. Thus St Paul 
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appeals to a universally acknowledged principle the fact that the 
children of believing parents are ayia, holy: The unbelieving husband 
is sanctified in the wife, the unbelieving wife is sanctified in the brother: 
else were your children unclean; but now are they holy' (I Cor. 7.14). 
Cullmann takes this passage to imply that the children of Christian 
parents did not need to be baptized because they would belong auto- 
matically to the body of Christ by reason of their birth, and he says 
that in this respect the situation was parallel to the practice of proselyte 
baptism in Judaism, where the children of proselytes were baptized 
along with their parents, while the children born to such parents after 
their reception into Judaism did not need to be baptized. 1 If Cullmann 
were right, Christian baptism would presumably have been limited to 
the baptism of proselytes, like Jewish baptism; but clearly the post- 
apostolic Church did not share Cullmann's view of St Paul's teaching: 
the children of believing parents were, as a matter of historical fact, 
always baptized. Paul means, of course, that because of the parents' 
faith, their children have been baptized; hence they too have become 
ayx, whereas the unbelieving husband or wife, being unbaptized, is 
only 'sanctified' (ijytaorat). The fact is that the true analogy to Christian 
baptism in Judaism is not proselyte baptism but circumcision. As cir- 
cumcision was the seal of the old Covenant, so baptism is the seal of 
the new Covenant, the seal of the Spirit. Now in Judaism the male 
children were 'circumcised the eighth day' (i.e. a week after birth) 
(cf. Luke 1.59; 2.21 ; Phil 3.5) and were given their names; the idea of 
the imparting of the seal to the infant children of believing parents 
would be taken over quite naturally by the Christian Church from 
normal Jewish practice. The story of the circumcision of the infant 
Saviour, and the naming of him 'Jesus' (Luke 2.21), would have a direct 
meaning for those who took their children to be sealed and named in 
Christian baptism. We may agree with Cullmann, however, when he 
says that the one thing for which there is no evidence or justification in 
the NT is the practice of baptizing the children of Christian parents 
only after they have grown up. 2 If the children are already ayia though 
unbaptized, it is clear that their baptism, since it does not make them 
'saints', is not what is meant by baptism in the NT. 

The NT principle that the faith of one person may avail for another 
is illustrated in the miracle-story of the Epileptic Boy (Mark 9.14-29), 
where the father's faith is accepted on behalf of the helpless lad. The 
connection between the healing-saving work of the historical Jesus and 

1 Baptism in the New Testament, 26, 44f. 

2 Op. c/f., 26: 'Adult baptism for sons and daughters born of Christian parents . . . 
is even worse attested by the NT than infant baptism (for which certain possible 
traces are discoverable) and indeed lacks any kind of proof/ 
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Christian baptism is also illustrated in this pencope, which St Mark 
probably meant to be a story that could be used by his catechists in 
their instruction upon baptism. An exorcism takes place, as was held 
to take place in every baptism. The faith of a sponsor is necessary before 
the saving action can begin. The disciples have no power of themselves 
to effect the work; Jesus alone is the true minister of baptism. A death 
and a rising again take place: 'the child became as one dead, insomuch 
that the more part said, He is dead. But Jesus took him by the hand and 
raised him up; and he arose' (weary): Jesus is the resurrection and 
the life. Finally the importance of prayer at baptism is stressed (and a 
later age adds fasting). Perhaps the miracle-stories of the Paralytic 
(Mark 2.1-12) and the Johannine Lame Man at the Pool (John 5.2-9) 
had a similar baptismal reference. The healing and saving ministry 
which Jesus began in Galilee and Judaea is continued through the 
sacraments of his Church (cf. John 14.12). 

The sayings of Jesus upon the subject of 'little children' (TraiSt'a) are 
relevant, because they make it clear that in his view they are, as it 
were, by nature at home in that /WiAe/a of God to which baptism is the 
gateway: 'of such is the Kingdom of God' (Mark 10.14). 'Unless ye 
turn and become as little children, ye shall in no wise enter into the 
Kingdom of heaven' (Matt. 18.3). St John certainly understands the 
teaching of the Lord about the 7r<u8i'a to have a bearing upon the ques- 
tion of baptism; this is his interpretation of it: 'Except a man be born 
anew (or from above), he cannot see the Kingdom of God. . . . 
Except a man be born of water and the Spirit, he cannot enter into the 
Kingdom of God' (John 3.3, 5). Jesus in Mark 9.36f. (cf. 10.16) makes 
the TratSta his sheluchim: 1 he takes a (representative) child, sets him in 
the midst and takes him in his arms (cVay/caA^o/Ltat, only here and at 
10.16 in NT; from ay/caA?;, the crooked arm) and says, 'Whosoever 
shall receive one of such little children in my name receiveth me; and 
whoseover receiveth me, receiveth not me but him that sent me.' In 
receiving the little children the Church receives Christ himself: the 
real, living Christ is present in the sacrament of holy baptism, for 
this is where the iraiSta are 'received' into it. The meaning of the passage 
is made clearer in Mark 10.13-16. Most of the pericopae which St Mark 
included in his Gospel were selected because they had an important 
bearing upon some urgent question of faith or discipline in the apostolic 
Church, and it is likely that this pericope is included because it gives a 
word of the Lord which the Church understands to represent his mind 
upon the question of the baptism of infants. Jesus is indignant with those 
who would prevent the little children from coming to him: 'Suffer the 

1 Set supra, 131 f. 
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little children to come unto me and forbid them not, for of such is the 
Kingdom of God.' Cullmann has collected sufficient evidence to suggest 
that the phrase 'forbid them not' (^ KwXvere avra) is a deliberate 
allusion to the baptismal rite of the early Church, where the question 
'What hinders ?' (rl KwXvci;) was asked hturgically before the candidates 
were baptized (cf. esp. Acts 8.38; 10.47; also Matt. 3.14, Ste/coiAuev, and 
Acts 11.17, KwXvaai). 1 The concluding verse of the pericope (10.16), 
'he took them in his arms (wayKaXivdiievos) and blessed them, laying 
his hands upon them', is, of course, the literal description of the 
minister's action at the baptism of infants, then as now. It should be 
noted that the verse supplies evidence that the laying on of hands was an 
essential part of the baptismal action of the apostolic Church even 
when iratSia were being baptized. St Mark clearly expected his cate- 
chists to use this story as a lesson-illustration when instructing the 
catechumens upon the meaning of baptism. His intention was well 
understood by the Church of later centuries, for this passage was read 
as a baptismal lection from early times. 2 

The important question, however, is whether the practice of infant 
baptism is in accord, not with possible interpretations of certain pass- 
ages in the Gospels, but with the principles of NT theology as a whole. 
Since the rise of postrenaissance individualism, when men no longer 
profess their creed by family or region, and are aware of themselves as 
atomic, isolated self-existents, it is understandable that insistence 
should have been laid upon personal faith and upon the responsibility 
of the baptized for their own Decision "Furthermore, in ages when 
baptism had become a mere social convention and everyone was auto- 
matically baptized Jn infancy by order of the St^e, or at leasLasA result 
of strong social pressure, a protest was necessary on behalf pj[ personal 
faith and decision. 3 The witness of a 'Baptist' segtjo thejessential ele- 
ment of personal decision in The total act of Christian imtiation is 
doubtless a necessary contribution to the full understanding of baptism 

1 See Baptism in the New Testament, 71-80. 

2 So the BCP (1549 onwards) reads it from St Mark; the Sarum Rite read it from 
St Matthew's version. 

3 Karl Earth m his The Teaching of the Church regarding Baptism, ET by E. A. 
Payne, 1948, protests against the convention of infant baptism The pamphlet 
(originally written in 1943) echoes the struggle of the Confessional Church under the 
Nazis against the 'German Christians', who, though baptized in infancy, were not 
in any real sense Christian. Earth's prophetic insight and courage were indeed 
God's gift to the Church in perilous times, and it is probable that, despite the massive 
'Dogmatics', he will be remembered as a prophet rather than as a theologian. Like 
all the great heresiarchs, he tries to turn a valuable prophetic insight into a dogmatic 
theological position and thus denies a larger truth for the sake of the aspect of the 
truth which he sees so vividly. See also M. Earth, Die Taufe erne Sakrament? 
Eine exegetischer Beitrag zum Gesprach uber die kirklicher Taufe, Zurich, 1951 ; and 
J. Schneider, Baptism and Church in the New Testament, ET by E. A. Payne, 1957. 
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within Christendom as a whole. Yet this witness can never become the 
faith of the Church as such, nor can it set aside the wisdom of the 
Church of the ages, because in emphasizing one truthjt. obscures 
another, one even more central to the Gospel and even less likely to be 
understood in our modern individualistic and rationalistic civilization^ 
iTufcentral truth of the Gospel which infant baptism enshrines is that 
faith is the response to God's saving act, not the condition of it. I am 
not baptized because I have decided to believe; I believe because I 
have come to know that I have already been admitted to the sphere of 
Christ's redemption. My decision to believe follows from the saving 
fact; it is not the saving fact itself a truth which distinguishes the NT 
doctrine of faith from all forms of existentialism, Barth's as well as 
Bultmann's. That is to say, I am not saved by any decision which I 
have taken ; on the contrary, while I was weak and helpless, God took 
me and placed me within the sphere of the redemption wrought by 
Christ. I did not choose to be born into a Christian family or to be 
taken to the font; I could no more have done this than the paralysed 
man borne of four could have walked to Christ where he was thronged 
by the crowd, or the impotent man at Bethesda's pool could have lifted 
himself into the waters. I did not earn the grace which was freely given 
to me; God's election of me remains a mystery, something of which I 
can give no rational explanation at all. I^id not choose Christ; it was 
Chrislwho chose me (cf. John 15.16); I Ipye^ because h&.firsUoved me 
(cf. I John 4.19). This is the NT doctrine of baptismal justification: 1 am 
not justified by my faith: I believe because I have been justified. This 
doctrine, which is the heart of the apostolic faith, is perfectly symbolized 
in the baptism of infants: the important thing that happens in baptism 
is what.Gpd does, not what >ve do. Our faith is not the condition of our 
baptism, but the response to it, made possible by our having already 
received the Holy Spirit (cf. I Cor. 12.3). Of course, there should be 
some form of public profession of belief on the part of those who were 
baptized in infancy, when they have reached 'years of discretion' and 
ai$ able to assent personally in faith to the promises made on their 
behalf by their sponsors in baptism; 1 this, indeed, should be regarded 
as a part of the act of Christian initiation itself, however many years 

1 This is the standpoint of the BCP of 1662. In baptism a child is made *a member 
of Christ, a child of God, and an inheritor of the Kingdom of Heaven'. Cf. G. W. H. 
Lampe, The Seal of the Spirit , 315: The concept of sealing is absent from the 
Anglican Confirmation service. The seal of the Spirit is implicitly associated with 
baptism, and the outward seal of the cross, the mark, as Aquinas expressed it, of the 
Christian soldier, has already been received at baptism. The only seal in our Confirm- 
ation rite is the candidate's ratification of his baptismal profession and the sealing 
to him of God's promises. That the bishop should be its minister is obviously highly 
fitting and appropriate, although, as the history of Confirmation compels us to 
believe, it is in no way essential.' 
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may have separated the first part of the action from its completion. 
And when we are asked about the standing with God of one who was 
baptized in infancy, but never came to personal faith, we will reply 
that we do not know; we will not guess at what the NT does not tell 
us. We may confidently leave the fate of all, baptized or unbaptized, 
in the hands of that God for the sake of whose family our Lord Jesus 
Christ was contented to be betrayed, and given up into the hands of 
wicked men, and to suffer death upon the cross. Tlie whole medieval 
^mumbo-juAibo of heli and purgatory and liifiHo must go the way of 
astrology and alchemy and the rest of the pre-scientific gropmgs of 
self-tortured mankind. Christ's death upon the cross avails for all; it 
was the baptism of the whole human race; Christ is the Saviour, not 
only of the Church, but of the world. In some way unrevealed to us his 
death avails for men without faith, as in another way, which has been 
revealed to us, it avails for those who respond in faith. But Christ's 
death upon the cross, the baptism of the human race, was not the result 
of men's believing. It created our faith; it did not result from it. So, 
too, the baptism of the individual, by which he appropriates to himself 
the benefits of Christ's death and resurrection, theologically precedes 
the awakening of faith and is not the consequence of it. Baptism is the 
sacrament and effective symbol of justification and, especially at the 
baptism of infants, it powerfully proclaims the antecedent love of God 
by whose prevenient grace all the virtues, including that of faith, are 
imparted through the gift of his Holy Spirit. 
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THE EUCHARISTIC THEOLOGY OF 
THE NEW TESTAMENT 



A^RT from the 'occasional' office of baptism the only form of 
corporate worship in the primitive church was the offering of 
the eucharistic oblation. The word cvxapivTia is not directly 
applied to such worship in the NT. 1 The two names found in the NT 
are 'the breaking of the bread' (17 /cAcuns- rov aprov, Acts 2.42, 46; 
cf. 20.7; Luke 24.35) and 'the Lord's Supper' (KVPIO.KOV &LTTVOV, I Cor. 
1 1.20). The NT tells us little about the actual celebration of the Euchar- 
ist. Had not certain abuses at Corinth elicited further instruction from 
St Paul (I Cor. 10 14-22; 11.17-34), we would have gathered almost 
nothing beyond the fact that in some places at least the breaking of 
bread took place on the first day of the week (Acts 20.7). A discreet 
use of the tradition and practice of the second century is therefore 
necessary, if we are to obtain any kind of picture of eucharistic worship 
in NT times; and hence there will always be room for differences of 
opinion amongst scholars. In the light of our present-day understand- 
ing of the Gospels certain questions, which only a few years ago were 
thought to be of utmost importance, now seem quite unreal, for instance 
the question whether Jesus instituted the Eucharist. Today it is widely 
held that the NT accounts 2 of the words and actions of Jesus at the 
Last Supper are not eye-witness reports of the scene in the upper room, 
al though theircontent enshrines the apostolic tradition of what there took 
place; they are rather a quotation from the liturgical recitation of the 
events of the Last Supper, familiar to the writers through its stereotyped 
use Sunday by Sunday. Thus St Mark's tradition may well be based 
upon the liturgical recital of the days when the original apostles them- 
selves presided at the eucharists of the churches. 3 A generation ago, the 
1 4 Saymg amen to thy euchanst' in I Cor 14 16 can hardly be a technical use for 
the Eucharist. The title * Eucharist' is found as early as Ignatius (Philad. 4, Smyrn. 6, 
8) and the Didache (9), Justin Martyr calls the consecrated elements 'euchansf 
(Apol. 1.66). 

2 Matt. 26.26-30; Mark 14.22-25; Luke 22 15-19a (19b-20 is probably an inter- 
polation, om. WH), I Cor. 11 23-26. 

3 J Jeremias in The Eucharistic Wordt of Jesus, 106-35, argues that Mark 14 22-25 
preserves a liturgical formula which had already long been fixed through its use in 
the cult, Mark's usual plain style gives place to a solemn, stylized speech, 14.22a 
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fact that only St Paul records Jesus as saying 'Do this' (I Cor. 11.24 
and 25) was commonly held to cast grave doubt upon the intention of 
Jesus to establish the Eucharist. But today it is apparent that, since 
the Gospel accounts are primarily evidence of the first century rite 
rather than the reminiscences of the apostles as such, the doubt arose 
from a misunderstanding of what a Gospel is; and it may be dismissed 
on the principle that 'on ne recite pas une rubrique, on rexecute 9 . 1 

THE WITNESS OF THE EUCHARIST TO HISTORY 

The fact that from apostolic days the Church has met to break the 
bread and drink the cup is a continuing testimony to the truth of 
Jesus's interpretation of the significance of his own death as the means 
of ratifying a new covenant between God and man. The eucharistic 
action, the fact that it has been performed numberless times by every 
generation of Christians since the first, is more impressive testimony 
than any documentary evidence : 'as often as ye eat this bread and drink 
the cup, ye proclaim the Lord's death till he come' (I Cor. 11.26). St 
Paul means, of course, 'proclaim the Lord 's saving death', for the 
eucharistic action implies an interpretation of the fact of Christ's 
death, the interpretation which, we have suggested, had been first 
perceived and taught by Jesus himself. No other interpretation of the 
eucharistic action in the Church is at all convincing, and we must not 
make the mistake of the older NT critics who thought that wjiat was 
to be interpreted was a number of ancient documents, which could 
be more objectively judged if they were isolated from the paradosis of 
the Church. Actually the documents are themselves primarily witnesses 
to the existence of the paradosis and cultus of the earliest Christian 
communities and are misjudged if they are not seen in the light of the 
Church's faith and worship. The Eucharist, eveiy time it is offered, 
bears witness not only to history, but also to an interpretation of 
history. It is the proclamation of the saving death of Christ. 'Every 
Eucharist proclaims the beginning of the time of God's salvation.' 2 

Thus, though the Eucharist proclaims an eschatological truth about 
history, it none the less witnesses to things which actually happened in 
real flesh-and-blood human history. This is what was meant by writers 
like St John or St Ignatius of Antioch when they emphasized, as against 

appears almost a liturgical rubric (69). Similarly he holds that in I Cor. 11.23-25 
Paul is handing on the formula in use at Antioch about A.D. 40 (131). But see Nigel 
Turner, The Style of St Mark's Eucharistic Words', JTS t NS, Vol. VIII, Pt. 1, 
April 1957, 108-11, where Jeremias's argument is criticized. Of course, the view 
which we have suggested concerning the NT accounts of the Last Supper is not 
dependent on the details of Jeremias's argument. 

1 P. Benoit, Revue Bibhque, 48, 1939, 386; cited by J. Jeremias, op. cit., 159. 

2 J. Jeremias, op. cit., 164. 
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all docetic tendencies, that Jesus Christ was come in the flesh (I John 
4.2; II John 7). The Holy Spirit testifies in baptism and in the Eucharist 
that Jesus Christ has come in human history, not in pagan theophany 
or in docetic play-acting, but in real human life; the three witnesses, 
the Spirit, the water (of baptism) and the blood (of the Eucharist), 
testify to the historicity of the Gospel (I John 5.6-8). 'Be ye careful to 
observe one Eucharist', writes St Ignatius, 'for there is one flesh of our 
Lord Jesus Christ and one cup unto union in his blood; there is one 
altar, as there is one bishop . . .' (Philad., 4); he goes on to speak of 
'taking refuge in the Gospel as the flesh of Jesus' (ibid., 5). Elsewhere 
he says that those who hold strange doctrine abstain from eucharist 
and prayer, 'because they allow not that the Eucharist is the flesh of 
our Saviour Jesus Christ, which suffered for our sins and which the 
Father of his goodness raised up' (Smyrn., 6). That is to say, docetists, 
who do not believe that Christ is come in the flesh, do not understand 
the Eucharist, because in it testimony is given to the fact that o Xoyos 
aap eytvcro (John 1.14), that the Gospel of the Incarnation concerns 
real historical happening. 

In the simplest and most straightforward sense of the word the 
Eucharist is dvdfivrjms ('remembrance') of Christ. It recalls the days in 
Galilee when, as head of the haburah 1 or fellowship of the disciples, 
Jesus broke bread for the group. It recalls the Lakeside meals when 
Jesus broke the bread for the hungry multitudes on those memorable 
'guest-nights' of the haburah, when he spoke about the bread from 
heaven. Like the fish which appear in the frescoes representing the 
Eucharist in the catacombs in Rome, the breaking of the bread is a 
reminder of Galilee and of the original fellowship of the fishermen- 
disciples. The Eucharist is rooted in time and place; it is recognizable 
as the Lord's Supper because the same Jesus is host at the Church's 
Eucharist as was host in the haburah of the disciples: 'he was known 
of them in the breaking of the bread' (Luke 24.35). It is therefore for 
ever a witness a memorial or dva/xv^at? in another sense that Jesus 
Christ is come in the flesh, in all the stark, unalterable actuality of 
history. It is a proclamation, above all, of the death of Jesus, of his 
body broken and his life outpoured, in all its grim and bloody reality 
no play-acting, no appearance at a determinate moment of history 
under Pontius Pilate. Small wonder that those who prefer a 'spiritual' 
gospel, today as in the days of St Ignatius, 'abstain from eucharist 9 . 

1 See W. O. E. Oesterley, The Jewish Background of the Christian Liturgy, 1925, 
167, F. L. Circlot, The Early Eucharist, 1939, 14f.; G. Dix, The Shape of the Liturgy, 
1944, 50-4. We are putting forward no view about whether the Last Supper was a 
passover-meal or only a solemn haburah meal; in either case it certainly carried 
paschal significance for the early Church. 
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But if the Eucharist is a memorial of the passion of our Lord, it is also 
the abiding witness of his resurrection: only a Church which possessed 
a living experience of the Risen Christ in her midst could have cele- 
brated week by week the memory of how on that dreadful night on 
which he was betrayed the Lord Jesus took bread and made eucharist. 
It was no sad, funerary commemoration which the apostles kept: 
'breaking bread at home, they did take their food with gladness and 
singleness of heart, praising God* (Acts 2.46f.). This brings us to the 
essential meaning of the Eucharist as an action performed as Christ's 



THE REAL PRESENCE OF CHRIST IN THE EUCHARIST 

There is a great difference between modern psychological concep- 
tions of memory and the biblical notion of 'remembering'. The pheno- 
menon of memory constitutes one of the most baffling of all the 
problems of philosophy. Ex hypothesi a past event is something which 
no longer exists, for if it still existed it would not be past. Yet the 
historian does not believe that he is talking about things that do not 
exist; if he were, it would be just as true to say that Caesar murdered 
Brutus as to say that Brutus murdered Caesar. In what sense, then, 
does the past exist? What precisely happens when I remember some- 
thing which happened some years ago? Most unreflective folk today 
would say that I have an 'idea* of that something in my mind, but that 
it is only an idea, not the thing itself. The Bible takes a more realistic 
view of memory. 1 When we remember something from the past, we 
do not merely entertain a pale idea of it; we actually make it present 
again, make it once more potent in our lives for good or evil. Thus, 
in the OT a man who is dead lives on in his sons (II Sam. 18.18), or 
wherever his 'name' is remembered. When his name is remembered no 
more, then he is dead indeed; this is why men of substance call lands 
after their own names (Ps. 49.11). The horror of Sheol is precisely 
that it is 'the land of forgetfulness' (Ps. 88.12) and that in Sheol the 
dead are no more remembered, even by Yahweh (Ps. 88.5). Non- 
existence means not being 'remembered' by God. This is especially the 
fate of the wicked (Ex. 17.14; Deut. 25.19; 32.26; Job 18.17; Pss. 34.16; 
109.15, etc.); but the joy of the righteous is that they are remembered 
both by God and by men (Ps. 1 12.6; Prov. 10.7). The good works which 
men have done are made present and active for good when God 
remembers them; this is particularly true of the sacrifices which they 
have offered (Ps. 20.3). When God 'remembers' a sacrifice or a work of 

1 On the biblical view of memory, see J. Pedersen, Israel, MI, ET, 1926, 245-59, 
relevant to our subject also is Israel, IIMV, ET, 1940, 40 Iff. 
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mercy he acts with favour towards the doer of it, as when in Acts 10.4 
the angel says to the devout Cornelius, Thy prayers and thine alms are 
gone up for a memorial (ds pvrip.6awov) before God' (cf. Ps. 141.2, 
prayer as incense and as a sacrifice). When Jesus in Mark 14.9 says 
that the 'good work' wrought by the unnamed woman who anointed 
his body for burial would be spoken of eiV ^VTJ^OCFWOV avrrjs wherever 
the Gospel is preached, he means that the continual remembrance of 
her by the Church would avail like a memorial-sacrifice and be effective 
for her in the day of judgment. God's remembrance of someone is 
always active for mercy or for judgment; it is never a neutral memory, 
like a mere idea in the mind. To remember someone, in biblical langu- 
age, means to be gracious unto him (cf. Luke 23.42, 'Jesus, remember 
me when thou comest in thy Kingdom'; Ps. 74.2; etc ), unless it is his 
misdeeds which are remembered, in which case the consequences are 
dire (e.g. Pss. 25.7; 79.8, etc.). Indeed, Jeremias says that ei? avd^v^aiv 
and eis nvTjfiocrvvov, like their Aramaic equivalents, normally in LXX 
and in pre-Christian Judaism refer to God's remembering in this 
sense, and not to man's ; hence he concludes that et? rty e^v ava^v^ctiv 
in I Cor. 1 1 .24f. and Luke 22.19 must mean that, when the community 
comes together for the breaking of bread, God is being besought to 
'remember his Messiah', just as in an old Passover prayer which 
beseeches God for 'the remembrance of the Messiah'. 1 God is, as it 
were, being 'memorialized' to remember his Messiah by bringing about 
his Kingdom in the parousia; the Eucharist, we may say, is a kind of 
dramatization of the prayer, Thy Kingdom come'. 

This interpretation of i? rty ^v dva/xv^onv is doubtless correct as 
far as it goes; and it is important. The euchanstic aya/x^is- is primarily 
a divine and not a human remembering. But its meaning is by no 
means exhausted here; as with so many biblical words and phrases, 
the obvious presence of one particular meaning must not be taken to 
exclude other shades of meaning, nuances and overtones. What does 
the fact of the divine dva/xi^cusr of the Paschal sacrifice of Christ mean 
for our eucharists? What does it mean that we who today receive the 
created things of bread and wine in remembrance of Christ's death and 
passion are made partakers of his most blessed body and blood? The 
biblical answer to such a question arises from the fact that when we re- 
member the past, we make it present. It is no longer the dead-and-gone 

1 Jeremias, op. c//., 161-3. This conclusion is criticized by Douglas Jones in his art. 
'Anamnesis in the LXX* in JTS, NS, Vol. VI, Pt 2, October 1955, 183-91, where a 
valuable account of the evidence will be found. It is perhaps a pity that the author 
does not entertain the possibility that a phrase such as els r^v faty dvafiv^mv may 
contain not merely one meaning but several meanings and several reminiscences 
and overtones of different biblical themes and passages. 
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past, but it is the past which is even now present again and active 
for our salvation. This is still more true, of course, when God remem- 
bers something. In God's presence, or in the presence of his holy 
representative, all our past sins come crowding into the present to our 
hurt. Thus, as A. G. Hebert has emphasized in this connection, 1 the 
widow of Zarephath says to Elijah, 'Art thou come hither to bring my 
sin to remembrance and to slay my son?' (I Kings 17.18), although 
the prophet has said no word to her about her sins. 'She means that the 
coming of the holy man has set in motion spiritual forces, so that the 
guilt of the sins, which would otherwise have lain dormant (covered, as 
it were, in layers of dust), now awakes to activity and pounces on the 
life of her child.' Another instance is found in Num. 5 1 1-31, where the 
law of trial by ordeal is set forth as it was to be applied to a suspected 
adulteress; here the oblation that is offered, the meal offering, is 
described as 'a meal offering of memorial, bringing iniquity to rememb- 
rance' (5.15). Probably all sacrifices were 'memorials' in this sense and 
not only the 'azkarah, the sacrificial memorial (meal offering) which was 
TO fjLvrjfjLoawov and Ovcria and 007x17 euajSia? rw Kvpia) (Lev. 2.2). They 
brought past sins into the present and rendered them harmless. At any 
rate, as Fr Hebert suggests, when Jesus is recorded as saying 'Do this in 
ava/Lu/Tjat? of me', what is intended is a concrete remembering, not of 
sins, but of the once-for-all sacrifice of the Lamb of God, the Christian 
-rrdaxoL, which takes away the sins of the world. When the congregation 
met to make euchanst in avd^vrja^ of the crucified Lord, the Risen 
Christ, in the power of his accepted sacrifice, would be present in the 
midst in his living reality. Where a handful of Christians, however few, 
met for euchanst, there was Christ in the midst of them (Matt. 18.20); 
the Eucharist in the Church is the abiding witness to Christ's resurrec- 
tion, for in it his real presence in his Church is made known (Luke 
24.35). In every euchanst of the local congregation are made present 
again the Lakeside meals and the haburah meetings of Jesus and his 
apostles, the Maundy scene in the Upper Room, as well as Golgotha 
and the Garden of Resurrection: the whole Gospel, in fact, is re- 
presented, is made present, in all its saving power. Christ's once-for- 
all full, perfect and sufficient sacrifice and oblation is held in perpetual 
dvdp,vT)m$ and becomes newly present. While it would be unjustifiable 
to build a doctrine of the euchanstic sacrifice solely upon the use of the 
word dvdp.vr)ms in I Cor. 11.24f. and Luke 22.19, we cannot overlook 
the close connection that exists between nvrmocrvvov or dvdpvrjms and 
sacrifice in the OT (e.g. Lev. 24.7; Num. 10.10; cf. Heb. 10.3) and it is 
important to notice the implication of the fact that Christ is described 
1 See his art. 'Memory' in TWBB, 142f, 
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as our passover-lamb which has been sacrificed (I Cor. 5.7), for this 
brings out another very clear implication of the Eucharist as dvdp.vr)ms. 
Unquestionably the primary meaning of ei? r^v iufy dvapv-rjaiv is 
to be found in the conception of the Eucharist as the Christian pass- 
over-feast. The passover of the Jews was above all things a memorial 
of the deliverance of Israel from Egypt at the exodus: 'This day shall 
be unto you for a memorial (LXX, nv-rmoavvov), and ye shall keep it a 
feast (coprri) to Yahweh; throughout your generations ye shall keep it a 
feast by an ordinance for ever' (Ex. 12.14). The next verse goes on to 
speak of the feast of Unleavened Bread, which is later said also to be for 
a memorial of 'what Yahweh did for me when I came forth out of 
Egypt' (Ex. 13.8f.). It is clear, therefore, what St Paul has in mind when 
he writes, 'Purge out the old leaven, that ye may be a new lump, even 
as ye are unleavened. For our nd^x**. also has been sacrificed, namely 
Christ: wherefore let us keep the feast (coprdfancv), not with old 
leaven . . .' It must follow that, when in I Cor. 1 1 .24f. St Paul records 
Jesus as bidding his disciples to 'do this' as his dva/xv^ai?, he under- 
stands Jesus to be instituting a new passover-memorial which com- 
memorates the deliverance of the new Israel from sin and death. 1 
The 'this' which Jesus commanded in the words rovro Troicirt must be 
understood to mean the whole act of eucharistic worship, including the 
recital of what the Lord Jesus had done and said on the night on which 
he was betrayed: it must include the taking of bread and of wine, the 
blessing (or giving of thanks), the breaking of the bread and the giving 
of these elements to be eaten and drunk the fourfold 'shape' of the 
liturgy. The symbolism is quite straightforward. The bread of the 
Christian passover is, like the unleavened bread of the Jews, itself a 
orjuelov and p,vrjp,6awov of what God has done for us (Ex. 13.8f.); it is 
also the paschal lamb of the Christian passover-feast, the body or 
adp of Jesus, who is himself the Lamb of God which takes away the 
sins of the world. 2 But the Lamb is slain: the blood is already separated 
from the body. The wine is already mixed in a cup by itself, and there 
is no outpouring of it during the eucharistic action ; the wine is already 
cVxwd/ivov (cf. Mark 14.24), for the enacted parable of the Last Supper 
proleptically sets forth the redemptive death of Christ. The Eucharist 
is not a re-enactment of his dying, but a parable of the significance of 
his death. The symbolism of the bread and the wine come directly 

1 In the LXX woicu> is used in the sense of 'to sacrifice' at least sixty times (e.g. 
Ex. 29.38-41; and cf. perhaps Luke 2.27); but it would be rash to translate 
rovro irotclrc as 'sacrifice this*. Nevertheless there remains in the expression an echo 
of biblical sacrificial language. Probably Matt. 26.18 (irotf TO iraaga) is the 
nearest parallel. 

2 See supra, 230f, 
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from the Jewish passover ceremony, whether the Last Supper itself 
was or was not a passover meal; the important point to notice is that, 
as it occurred about passover-time, the early Church interpreted its 
meaning in terms of OT passover-theology. Jesus had died at passover- 
time; what could be more significant to a Jewish Christian in the early 
days of the Church? There is no reason whatever to doubt that Jesus 
himself had taught this interpretation of his own death or indeed that 
he had deliberately gone to Jerusalem for the feast of the Passover 
because he had come to think of himself as 'the Lamb' which God had 
provided for sacrifice. Hence when he said This is my body', This is 
my blood', he meant: 'I am the Lamb of God, which taketh away the 
sins of the world.' But we must be on our guard against interpreting 
either the Last Supper or the Christian Eucharist exclusively in terms of 
the Passover; we have already seen that the passover lamb is identified 
with the expiatory sacrifices, and that the cup is interpreted in terms of 
the 'blood of sprinkling' of Ex. 24.8 by which Moses ratified the coven- 
ant of Sinai, and also in terms of the making of the new covenant of 
Jer. 3 1.3 1. 1 Here again we have an obvious illustration of how fatal for 
our understanding of the Scriptures is the assumption that any par- 
ticular passage will have only one interpretation. Jesus regarded his 
death as the sacrifice by which a new and better covenant was ratified be- 
tween God and a new Israel, and this is the truth he taught to his disciples 
when on the night on which he was betrayed he took bread and wine. 

One further circumstance m particular reinforces the view that we 
ought not to give the Eucharist in the early Church an exclusively 
paschal interpretation. If the apostolic Church had thought of the 
breaking of the bread as the Christian Passover and as nothing else, 
the Eucharist would have been observed annually instead of weekly 
(cf. Acts 20.7), at the season of the paschal moon. In fact, it seems 
probable that the observance of a special Easter festival did not begin 
in the Church until after NT times, whereas the weekly 'Easter', the 
commemoration of the Lord's resurrection on the first day of the 
week, was observed from the days of the apostles themselves. This can 
be only because the Eucharist in the Church took the place of all the 
Jewish sacrifices and feasts, and not only the place of the Passover 
and Unleavened Bread. The Eucharist was in fact the celebration of the 
New Year, of creation and harvest, of the Day of Atonement and of 
every sacred occasion; and it was each of these every Lord's day. In the 
Eucharist every partial insight of the OT into the character of the 
worship that is due to the God of our creation, preservation, redemp- 
tion and ultimate triumph, is perfected and fulfilled. 

i See supra, 225-32. 
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THE ESCHATOLOGICAL CHARACTER OF THE EUCHARIST 

The Eucharist, as we have noted, was not only the memorial of an 
historical deliverance; it was also, and perhaps primarily, a looking 
forward to the forthcoming deliverance of the parousia. It makes not 
only the past but also the future a present reality. That is to say, it is 
not a mere looking forward to something which shall be, any more 
than it is a mere looking back to events of long ago. It is the holding 
of past and future in the 'now' of faith. It is an anticipation, an 
appafiwv in the sense in which the Holy Spirit is an dppafiwv, of that 
which shall be. The Eucharist is, of course, closely connected with the 
activity of the Holy Spirit, although there are no texts in the NT which 
make the connection clear; perhaps John 6.63 in its context is the most 
relevant: 'It is the Spirit that quickeneth; the flesh profiteth nothing; 
the words that I have spoken unto you are spirit (i e. the vehicles of the 
communication of the Spirit) and are life ' The essential character 
of the Spirit is to give life, the life of the Age to Come. The Spirit is 
the agent of the new birth (John 3.5f., 8) and of the new creation 
(John 20.22; cf. Ezek. 37.1-14; Gen. 1.2). In the Eucharist, St John is 
saying, the life-giving Spirit of Christ is received; that is why the 
Eucharist is necessary to salvation : 'Except ye eat the flesh of the Son 
of Man and drink his blood, ye have not life in yourselves. He that 
eateth my flesh and drinketh my blood hath the life of the Age to Come, 
and I will raise him up at the last day. For my flesh is true meat and 
my blood is true drink. He that eateth my flesh and drinketh my blood 
abideth in me, and I in him' (John 6.53-56). But St John does not wish 
to be misunderstood, and he is aware that many would-be disciples, 
doubtless the 'spiritualizes' of the higher paganism, were repelled by 
the materialistic crudity of the Eucharist (John 6.60f ). He reassures 
them : the Eucharist is not magic. It is not aapf itself which avails, but 
Spirit. The whole completed work of Christ, including the ascension 
and gift of the Spirit, must be taken into account (6.62). Jesus is the 
bearer of the Spirit, and it is thus that he comes to us in the Eucharist 
(cf. John 14.18 in its context): the Eucharist is not cannibalism, the 
eating of literal flesh and blood, a notion which would have been 
utterly intolerable to any Jew. 1 It is the receiving of the life-giving 
Spirit of the Risen Christ, so that the closest personal union and 
communion exists between the worshipper and Christ: 'He that eateth 
my flesh and drinketh my blood abideth in me and I in him' (6.56). 
The worshipper has received the Spirit, the life-giver: 'He that eateth 
me, he also shall live because of me' (6.57). The life-giving Spirit is the 
Spirit of Christ himself. It is the gift of Christ's own life through 
1 See Jeremias, The Eucharistic Words of Jesus, 145, for references. 
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personal union with Christ that we receive in the Eucharist. It is here and 
now in this present age the appafiuv of that perfect union with Christ 
and God which will be the reward of the faithful at the parousia: 'I 
will raise him up at the last day' (6.54). 'The flesh of Jesus is (for John, 
ex hypothesi) the vehicle of the Spirit and therefore gives life.' 1 The 
Eucharist is supremely the means by which those who have received 
the Spirit in their baptism are renewed in the Spirit on their pilgrimage 
through this world. Just as those who under the old dispensation were 
baptized into Moses in the Red Sea and all ate the same spiritual meat 
and drank the same spiritual drink, which was Christ, so now in the 
new dispensation those who are baptized in one Spirit into one body of 
Christ also participate in the heavenly refreshment which Christ pro- 
vides (I Cor. 10.1-4; 12.13). The sacraments of the old order have given 
place to those of the Age of the Spirit; they typified the Christian 
sacraments, but were only shadows of that which was to come: 'Your 
fathers did eat manna in the wilderness, and they died. This is the 
bread which cometh down out of heaven, that a man may eat thereof 
and not die. I am the living bread, which came down out of heaven : if 
any man eat of this bread he shall live for ever : yea and the bread which 
I will give is my flesh, for the life of the world' (John 6.49-51). The dis- 
pensation of 'the flesh' has given place to the Age of the Spirit. Hence 
it is not surprising that only those who were baptized were allowed 
to be present at the Church's eucharists; the catechumens were dis- 
missed when the Synaxis, or synagogue-type of introduction to the 
Eucharist proper, was over. 2 For this there was, of course, precedent in 
the Jewish passover, since no uncircumcised person was allowed to 
partake of it (Ex. 12 48). 3 The Eucharist so the NT implies rather 
than states is the means whereby those who once received the Spirit 
in baptism are constantly renewed in the Spirit until their life's end. 4 
The Eucharist, then, was the anticipation in this age of the final 

1 C. K. Barrett, GSJ, 251. 2 G. Dix, Shape of the Liturgy, 41. 

3 In the Qumran community novices were not admitted to the fellowship meal until 
after their second year, according to the Manual of Discipline (Caster, SDSS, 61). 

4 G Dix (op at , 266f.) notes that in both East and West the Church in post-NT 
times developed the view that the Holy Spirit was received at the Eucharist. There 
is a whole class of liturgical and patristic passages from the first four centuries or 
so ... which do speak precisely as though what was received in Holy Communion 
was accession of spirit ' One of the examples which he cites from the East is the 
Liturgy ofSt James: 'He took the cup . . . and gave thanks and hallowed and blessed 
it and filled it with the Holy Spirit and gave . . .' For early Western usage he] cites 
the petition from the Apostolic Tradition of St Hippolytus* 4 that thou wouldest 
grant to all who partake to be made one, that they may be filled with Holy Spirit * 
In the East there developed the practice of epiclcsis or Invocation of the Holy Spirit 
upon the elements of bread and wine (as upon the water of baptism), as distinct from 
the invocation of the Spirit upon the communicants. On the whole subject see Dix, 
op. cit , esp 281-302, also J. E. L. Oulton, Holy Communion and Holy Spirit, 1951, 
esp. Chap. VII. 
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blessedness of the Age to Come. The eucharistic bread is even now the 
manna which the rabbinic doctrine declared would be given from heaven 
to the true Israel in the days of the Messiah. 1 It is, even now, that 
covenanted eating and drinking at the Lord's table in his Kingdom 
which Jesus had appointed to his apostles (Luke 22.29f.). Jesus had 
himself made use of the common Jewish imagery of the Messianic 
banquet, at which the faithful would sit down with Abraham, Isaac and 
Jacob in the Kingdom of heaven (Matt. 8.11; Luke 13.28f.); and the 
Eucharist is the banquet of the Messiah in which even now the elect 
take part. In St Mark's account of the Last Supper, immediately after 
the words over the cup about the blood of the covenant, Jesus con- 
tinues: 'Verily I say unto you, I will no more drink of the fruit of the 
vine, until that day when I drink it new (KO.IVOV) in the Kingdom of 
God* (Mark 14.25). Another version of the saying is placed by St Luke 
before the supper: 'With desire I have desired (a Semitism for 'I have 
earnestly longed') to eat this passover with you before I suffer; for I say 
unto you, I will not eat it until it be fulfilled in the Kingdom of God' 
(Luke 22 15f.). These words could have been understood in the Church 
for which St Mark and St Luke were writing only in one way: Jesus is 
declaring that this is the last fellowship meal of which he would partake 
with his disciples before his death, but that he would nevertheless be 
present when the apostles met to drink the new (*ao>o'?) wine of the 
Messianic Age in their fellowship meals in the future: that is to say, 
Christ, the host at the Messianic banquet in the Kingdom of God, was 
also the host at the Church's Eucharist, in which the heavenly bread 
and the new wine of the Age to Come were already received by the 
faithful, and in which the passover was 'fulfilled'. 

Thus, though the eucharists of the Church were celebrated in some- 
body's drawing-room (Acts 2.46; I Cor. 16.19; Col. 4.15; Philemon 2), 
they were nevertheless a participation in the worship which is for ever 
offered at the golden altar that stands before the throne of God in 
heaven, where the angels with their golden censers add their incense to 
the prayers of all the saints (Rev. 8.3; cf. 6.9; 9.13). Of course, the seer 
is here using pictorial language, but only the poet's tongue can speak 
of the things which eye hath not seen nor ear heard. It may be that St 
John draws his imagery from the worship of the local congregations in 
which he has participated on the Lord's day, for every mystic uses 
language drawn from his familiar earthly surroundings, since he has no 
other language. Thus, St Bernard and the medieval hymn-writers drew 
their pictures of heaven, 'Jerusalem the golden', from the familiar 

1 Cf. the 'hidden manna' of Rev. 2.17 and R. H. Charles's note ad loc, (ICC). 
See z\so supra. 101. 
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scenes of the Church's worship here below a great abbey, perhaps, 
on a feast day, decked with colourful banners, illuminated with scores 
of candles and 'conjubilant with song'. Nevertheless it would be some- 
what precarious to reconstruct the eucharistic worship of the apostolic 
Church from St John's word-pictures: the twenty-four elders round the 
throne (the bishop's cathedra), the angelic acolytes with their censers, 
the ministrants (deacons) with their robes of white, and so on. (Many 
of the details of the seer's imagery are clearly drawn from the worship 
of the Temple, not as he has known it in Jerusalem before A.D. 70, but 
as he has read about it in the OT.) But it is still true that the worship in 
which St John took part in the Church on earth is a counterpart and a 
real analogy of the worship of 'angels and archangels and of all the 
company of heaven', and that in our worship on earth we are at one 
with angels, humans and 'beasts' with the supernatural, the human 
and the elemental forces who praise the name of him that sitteth upon 
the throne (Rev. 5.6-14; 14.1-5). The saints who 'even now' sing a new 
song before the throne (14.3) are but the 'firstfruits (anapxtf) unto God 
and unto the Lamb' of that great Church which shall be gathered in 
heaven. The Church's Eucharist is at once the eschatological anticipa- 
tion of the worship of heaven, and also a participation in it. The 'even 
now' and the 'not yet' of the biblical eschatology are applicable to the 
Church's worship, as they are to every other form of her existence in 
this age. Time is transcended altogether, not by some philosophical 
analysis of its nature, but by the eschatology of faith, which makes the 
past and the future contemporary. The worshipper at the Eucharist 
is himself present in the Upper Room, on Golgotha, in the Garden of 
Resurrection, at the Golden Altar before the heavenly Throne. The 
eucharistic action shews forth the Lord's death, but also his future 
coming (I Cor. 1 1.26); the Eucharist belongs wholly to the age between 
the resurrection of Christ and his parousia, pointing backwards to the 
one and forwards to the other. It is the viaticum of the Christian pilgrim, 
the 'iron ration' of the soldier of Christ, as he passes through this world; 
it will sustain him until he comes at length to that city in which there 
is no temple (Rev. 21.22) and where sacraments are no more. 

Thus, while the Eucharist was on the one hand the memorial of an 
historical deliverance, it was also on the other hand the anticipation 
of the future deliverance of the parousia and the inauguration of the 
new creation. This double reference, whereby the historical becomes 
the sign or type of that which is to come, is peculiarly biblical; a 
parallel double reference may be discerned within the OT itself in its 
conception of the exodus from Egypt as the sign and type of a deliver- 
ance that still lay in the future. Devout Jews, who in the days of our 
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Lord fervently kept the passover, were not, of course, thinking only or 
perhaps even primarily of the historical deliverance in the far-away 
times of Moses; they were earnestly awaiting and praying for 'the con- 
solation of Israel' (Luke 2.25), the expected great new deliverance both 
from foreign oppression and from national infidelity, of which the 
historical deliverance at the Red Sea was the promise and pledge. The 
main scriptural foundation of this eschatological point of view was to 
be found in the Book of Isaiah (or what we call Deutero-Isaiah). As we 
have already seen, the original outline of the NT re-interpretation of 
OT theology is to be found in (Deutero-) Isaiah, 1 who thinks of the 
redemption to be wrought by the Servant of the Lord as a kind of second 
deliverance and exodus from Egypt, in which the Servant is a new 
Moses who shall establish a new covenant (Isa. 42.6; 49.8; cf. 59.20f.; 
etc.). To devout Jews, searching the Scriptures and looking for the 
fulfilment of the Isaianic prophecies, the passover must have been 
indeed an dvdfjLvrjcns, a memorial, in the sense of a solemn holding up 
before the Lord of the pledge which he himself had given when he 
instituted the passover in Egypt long ago (Ex. 12.1-28). In just the same 
profoundly eschatological sense the Christian Eucharist was an 
avajui/Tjon?, a solemn holding up before the Lord of the pledge that was 
given by Christ when he instituted the Eucharist on the night on which 
he was betrayed. The Eucharist, given to us by Christ himself, is thus 'a 
perpetual memory (avdpvrjais) of that his precious death, until his 
coming again'. 2 It is a 'memory', 'memorial' or 'remembering' in the 
biblical, paradoxical sense of memory, whereby we can 'remember' 
things which are to come because their essential content is already given 
in what has been. In this sense the euchanstic remembrance of Christ's 
death and passion may properly be said to be eschatological. 

THE EUCHARISTIC FELLOWSHIP 

The title 'Holy Communion' probably arises from I Cor. 10.16f.: 
The cup of blessing which we bless, is it not a communion (/cou/eovia, 
RV mg. 'participation in') of the blood of Christ? The bread (TOP 
dprov, more correctly with RV mg., 'the loaf) which we break, is it 
not a jcowow'a of the body of Christ? seeing that we who are many are 
els dpros, w ortfyia: for we all partake (^crcxo^v) from the one loaf.' 
Whatever else it may be, participation in the Eucharist implies a cor- 
porate sharing of a common salvation. The passage suggests that the 
one loaf and common cup of the Eucharist, being communion in the 
body and blood in the person and life of Christ, are the means of 
sustaining unity and not merely the expression of the unity which 

1 Supra, 79-83. 2 BCP, Prayer of Consecration in the Holy Communion. 
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Christians have already obtained through baptism in Holy Spirit 
(I Cor. 12.12f.). St Paul is perhaps thinking here (as is entirely natural 
in view of the practical purpose of his epistle) of the fellowship of 
Christians with one another in Christ through the Eucharist, whereas 
St John in his eucharistic teaching (John 6.26-65) is thinking primarily 
of the communion of the believers with God (cf. esp. 6.56). But for St 
Paul and St John, as for the whole Church, both aspects of communion 
are inseparable. The Eucharist is given to the Church to be the sacra- 
ment of unity ; it is that by which the Church becomes what it is, namely, 
one body in Christ. The Johannine symbolism of the true vine is 
relevant here: the blood of the vine sustains the branches which 'abide' 
in it (John 15.1-6) Since the Eucharist is the divinely appointed means 
of communion with God and with our fellow-members in the body of 
Christ, it is the indispensable means of salvation (John 6.53; 15.4f.). 
It is constitutive of the Christian community itself, and where there is 
no Eucharist there is no Church of Christ. 

When the Word of God became incarnate, he assumed our humanity 
so completely that it has always been possible for men to imagine that 
he is merely one of themselves and nothing more (cf. Mark 6.3). It is 
wholly in keeping with the religion of Incarnation that its worship 
should gather up into itself, and express in final form, the inarticulate 
and half-comprehending religious aspirations of all men everywhere. 
It is only to be expected that those who have not understood the unique- 
ness of Christ should think of Christianity as one 'religion' amongst 
many, that they should include it as one element in the subject matter 
of 'comparative religion' or rehgionsgeschichthche studies, and that they 
should subsume the Eucharist under the general class of pagan and 
Jewish sacrificial fellowship meals. 1 The NT writers, however, do not 
think of the Christian 'way' as 'religion' at all or, if they were to 
think of it in terms of religion, they would say that it was the religion to 
end all religion. 2 The faith of Christ is not presented as one even the 

1 For a balanced comparison and contrast of the Christian Eucharist with the 
sacred meals of the Essenes see the essay 'The Lord's Supper and the Communal Meal 
at Qumran' by K G Kuhn in Stendahl, SAT, 65-93 Jewish parallels to the Eucharist, 
though still theologically remote, are closer than those of Hellenistic sacramental ism. 

2 Like a number of other words which also have figured prominently in theo- 
logical discussion (e g 'providence*, 'dispensation', 'inspiration') the word 'religion' 
is hardly a biblical word at all It does not occur in EVV of the OT. In James 1 .26f , 
where OpyaKfia is used, the author is echoing the old prophetic teaching that good 
works are the only form of cultui or religious observance that God desires, and in 
Acts 26 5 St Paul asserts that he had lived a Pharisee, 'after the strictest sect of our 
OprjaKcia Elsewhere he uses the word 7ouScua/xoj of the Jewish religion (Gal. 1.1 3f.) 
The only other use of OpijaMta in the NT is Col 2 18, which refers to some cult of 
angel-worship at Colossae The word ScunSaipcWa ('fear of the gods'), a general 
word for religion or superstition (cf Acts 25.19, also 17.22), is not applied by Christ- 
ians to either Jewish or Christian faith. See arts. 'Religion', 'Superstition', in TWBB, 
188 and 253. 
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highest in the series of the 'religions of the world', but as the unique 
and final truth with which no 'other gospel 9 may be compared (Gal. 
1 .6-9). The sacraments of the Gospel are not put forward as illustrations 
of general religious truths which are also perceived, though perhaps less 
clearly, in other religions: they are the unique and necessary saving acts 
of Christ in his Church, 'the works which none other did' (John 15.24). 
Just as the Lord Jesus looked like other men and the words which he 
used were words which other men, including other religious teachers, 
used, so also baptism and the Eucharist look from the outside like the 
lustrations and the fellowship meals of other religions. If the Religions- 
geschichte school had been able to point to the sacred banquet of a 
mystery religion which was a hundred times more closely parallel to the 
eucharists of the early Church than anything which it has in fact dis- 
covered, there would still be an infinite distinction between it and the 
Church's Eucharist. If fresh evidence from the Dead Sea were to appear, 
shewing some real parallel between the washings of the Jewish sects and 
Christian baptism, the difference between the two actions would still be 
that it is the latter which is the saving activity of God in the world. 

This fundamental difference between the Christian sacraments and 
all Jewish or pagan Oprjaiccia was understood by St Paul and the aposto- 
lic Church perfectly well. This is why St Paul can speak so confidently 
to his pagan converts in the language of their old religion; they will 
recognize that the difference between the Lord's Supper and the fellow- 
ship meals of the pagan mystery religions is the difference between 
communion with Christ and communion with demons. Look, he says 
to them (I Cor. 10.18), at the sacrifices of the Jews who are still living 
under their old Torah: they believe and St Paul does not say they are 
wrong that they have fellowship with (the God of) the altar of sacri- 
fice. Here St Paul states succinctly the view which all down the ages has 
underlain the sacred meals at the altars both of Jews and of pagans, 
where the worshippers believe that they have communion with their 
God. He goes on to consider the case of the sacrifices of the Gentiles. 
They do not sacrifice to God at all, but to the demons; and to partici- 
pate in the idolatrous sacrificial meals of the Gentiles means entering 
into communion with the demons of their altars (10.19f.). A Christian 
cannot join the pagan banquets, because one cannot enjoy communion 
with demons and with Christ at the same time: 'ye cannot drink the 
cup of the Lord and the cup of demons; ye cannot partake of the table 
of the Lord and of the table of demons' (10.21). The pagan 'mysteries' 
belong to that underworld of 'religion' which Christ has abolished. 

The NT nowhere calls the Lord's table (rpd^a Kvptov, I Cor. 10.21 ; 
cf. Luke 22.30) an altar; this verse is the nearest that it comes to doing 
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so. The one, true and sufficient sacrifice for the sins of the whole world 
was made once for all on Calvary; it is not repeated, it is not even re- 
enacted, on the Lord's table at the Eucharist. If the Lord's table is by 
ancient Christian custom called an altar, that is because it is the place 
where the dva/zv^ai? of Christ's sacrifice is made, and also because 
it is the place to which Christians, who now through Christ have access 
with their oblations to the holy God, bring their offerings. 1 The very 
expression 'Lord's table', however, would have sacrificial associations 
for St Paul and his Corinthian disciples, since it had been a sacrificial 
expression in Greek religion for some hundreds of years; indeed, we 
need feel no surprise that a missionary faith should adopt words from 
the vocabulary of those whom it sought to convert and edify, while at 
the same time it radically altered their connotation. For at least two 
centuries before Christ the word cvxapicm'a had been used as a technical 
term in Greek religion to describe an elaborate act of thanksgiving 
culminating in a sacrifice (Ovaia), though we have no clear evidence 
that it was adopted by the Church in NT times; similarly language 
about 'the table of the god' and TO Upov fclirvov was in widespread 
use in connection with Greek sacrifices long before the time of Christ. 2 
Thus, the very phrases 'the table of the Lord' and 'the Lord's Supper' 
would from the beginning have borne sacrificial associations for the 
Church of the Gentiles; but this does not in the least imply that Pauline 
Christianity was just one mystery religion amongst a variety of similar 
mystery religions. St Paul probably thought of the sacrifices of Greek 
religion as a kind of debased parody of Jewish sacrifice; they achieved 
communion not with God but with the demons. The Jewish sacrifices 
were the true type and foreshadowing of the sacrifice of Christ and of 
its euchanstic ava^v^a^. A portion of the meal offering (minhah), 
called 'azkarah (often rendered dvafivrjais), was burnt on the altar; the 
remainder was eaten by the priest. It is thus quite possible, but in no 
way demonstrable, that St Paul thought of the Eucharist as a kind of 
'azkarah or di/a/ii/^at? which was partaken of by the Christian priest- 
hood, that is, the whole Aao'y assembled for eucharistic worship. At 
least, such an interpretation is rendered plausible by the statement 
which he regards as an axiom: 'they who eat the Bvaiau have com- 
munion with the (God of the) altar' (I Cor. 10.18). Those who eat the 
eucharistic bread and wine have communion with God through the 
sacrificial death of Christ. 
If this interpretation be allowed, it does not, of course, imply that 

1 See supra, 297-301. 

2 See R. K. Yerkes, Sacrifice in Greek and Roman Religions and Early Judaism, 
New York, 1952, 108, 213f. 
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the Eucharist is a sacrifice newly offered, but rather that it is the 
di/a/*vT?<7iff of Christ's 'one oblation of himself once offered', in which 
and through which we enjoy communion with God. The Eucharist 
is a kind of extended sacrificial meal, at which the worshippers are 
gathered for the banquet (Sclirvov) round the Lord's table 'till he come'; 
the sacrificial oblation has been offered once for all by Christ on 
Calvary, and now the fellowship meal continues and the royal priest- 
hood, the partakers of the altar, have communion in the body and blood 
of Christ with the one true God of the altar upon which Christ offered 
himself. A similar conception appears in Heb. 13.10: 'We have an 
altar, whereof they have no right to eat who serve the tabernacle' (i.e. 
the Jewish priesthood). Here there is no explicit reference to the 
Eucharist, but the Eucharist is not far removed from the thought of 
the passage. The writer goes on to speak of the sacrificial oblation of 
Christ (13.12) and of the identification of Christians with it (13.13). 
He then immediately speaks of the Christian sacrifices which may now 
be offered 'through him' the sacrifice of praise (perhaps the Eucharist), 
good works and almsgiving; and he concludes, 'for with such sacrifices 
God is well pleased' (13.15f.). The conception of the Christian laity as a 
priesthood which in the Eucharist is fed from the altar of Christ's 
sacrifice on the sacred body and blood of the holy offering is the funda- 
mental NT idea of 'communion'. This is the underlying meaning of 
St Paul's: 'The cup of blessing which we bless, is it not a communion 
of the blood of Christ? The loaf which we break, is it not a communion 
of the body of Christ?' (I Cor. 10.16). Under the old dispensation every 
sacrifice, whether a victim was slain or not, effected reconciliation 
with God (cf. Ezek. 45.15, 17) and thus established communion between 
God and his worshippers; in Christ's self-oblation every kind of sacri- 
fice enjoined in the scriptures of the old covenant is fulfilled, and there- 
fore through him is established perfect communion between God and 
his new people. 

THE EUCHARISTIC SACRIFICE 

In the Church of the Apostolic Fathers and of the Ante-Nicene and 
Nicene Fathers the Eucharist is everywhere spoken of as a sacrifice. 
Sacrificial phraseology is habitually employed in connection with it. 1 
There are no exceptions to these statements, and it cannot be seriously 
denied that the Fathers of the ancient Church understood the apostolic 
tradition of the Eucharist in this way. The burden of proving that 
their unanimous interpretation of the scriptural evidence was wrong 

1 For the detailed evidence in support of the contention of this paragraph see 
Darwell Stone, History of the Doctrine of the Holy Eucharist, 1909, 42-54, 109-23; 
many citations are given in full. 



The Eucharistic Sacrifice 381 

rests upon those who would deny any form of doctrine of the Eucharis- 
tic sacrifice. If they were wrong, then we are faced with the quite 
incredible proposition that all the teachers of the Church from the 
time of St Clement of Rome or St Ignatius of Antioch were in error 
until the true doctrine was revealed to the Protestant reformers. If 
they were mistaken about such a matter as this, it would surely be 
impossible to believe that the Holy Spirit guides the Church into all 
truth; and indeed it would cast grave doubt upon the claim that there 
is such a thing as divine revelation at all. Scripture, tradition and 
reason are inseparably bound together in the formulation of Christian 
belief; if one is set aside, the others become incredible. That the 
Eucharist is the Christian sacrifice, that the oblations of the royal 
priesthood are offered in it, and that Christ himself is the high priest 
of our offerings these doctrines are clearly taught in St Clement of 
Rome, St Ignatius of Antioch, St Justin Martyr, the Didache, St 
Irenaeus, Tertuihan, St Clement of Alexandria, Ongen, St Athanasius 
where shall we stop ? It is remarkable how frequently and how unani- 
mously the words of Malachi are treated by patristic writers as a pro- 
phecy that has been fulfilled in the institution of the Eucharist : 'From 
the rising of the sun even unto the going down of the same my name 
shall be great among the Gentiles; and in every place incense and a 
pure oblation are offered' (Mai 1.1 1). It is unlikely that the unanimous 
tradition of the post-apostolic Church has misrepresented the teaching 
of the apostles or that there could be any other valid interpretation of 
the somewhat scanty and obscure evidence of the NT concerning the 
apostolic doctrine of the Eucharist. 

Nevertheless the doctrine of the euchanstic sacrifice has been widely 
repudiated in post-Reformation theology and is still today vigorously 
denied by some eminent Protestant theologians. Luther objected to 
the sacrifice of the Mass because it was conceived as an offering from 
man to God; he asserted that the sacrament is a gift from God to man, 
not an oblation of man to God. 1 The continental reformers rejected the 
doctrine of the euchanstic oblation and abolished the offertory from 
the liturgy. Now it is possible for us to understand why the reformers 
adopted these extreme measures: they were resiling from late medieval 

1 Cf. Professor Ragnar Bring in World Lutheranism Today (Lund, 1950), 55' 'If 
there is the slightest thought that communion is an offering to God . . . then the 
Gospel is rendered null and void at once ' Cf also Bishop Anders Nygren, The 
Gospel of God, ET, 1951, 61' The sacramental is what God does, the sacrificial that 
which we do. Luther's principal objection against the Roman service (of the Mass) 
is that it changes the sacrament into an act of ours. It changes God's sacrament 
into an offering which we make, a sacrifice which we offer. . . . These two, a gift 
which is received and a sacrificial offering which is given, are mutually exclusive'; 
also Nygren's Agape and Eros, 1953, 696f., where citations from Luther's works are 
made. See further, Alan Richardson, The Biblical Doctrine of Work, 67f 
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corruptions of eucharistic doctrine and in particular from the utterly 
unbiblical (and unpatristic) notion of the Mass as a re-enactment or 
even a repetition of the sacrifice of Calvary, in which the priest offers 
afresh the body and blood of Christ as a sacrifice on behalf of the living 
and the dead. 1 Of course, in rejecting such corruptions the reformers 
were entirely right; but they were betrayed by their uncompromising 
biblicism into rejecting also that patristic tradition by which alone the 
Bible may be adequately interpreted in those matters in which its teach- 
ing is not entirely clear and full. Four hundred years after the Reforma- 
tion we may perhaps today raise the question whether it is still necessary 
to maintain a denial which, though aimed at the recovery of the central 
truth of the Gospel, nevertheless obliterates an essential insight of the 
primitive Christian faith and liturgy. 2 

Let us then briefly attempt to outline the apostolic theology of 
the Eucharist as it was received and understood by the Fathers of the 
ancient Church. The patristic tradition is unanimous in stressing the 
truth that the Christian sacrifices are not carnal but spiritual (cf. Rom. 
12.1; I Pet. 2.5; Heb. 10.1-10). The one true God (unlike the demons 
of the pagans) needs nothing; even the institution of sacrifice in the 
Law of Moses, it is often claimed, is only a concession to the hardness 
of heart of the Jews (cf. I Sam. 15.22; Pss. 40.6-8; 50.8-14; 51.16f.; 
Prov. 21.3; Isa. 1.11-13; Jer. 7.22f.; Micah 6.6-8; Heb. 10.6-9). On the 
other hand, though their sacrifices are not carnal, Christians must 
necessarily offer oblations to God, because they are a priesthood, and a 
priest is by definition one who offers sacrifice. The Christian priesthood 
is derived from the priesthood of Christ; because Christ is priest, 
therefore Christians are a priesthood. Because he has offered the one 
true sacrifice once for all, therefore the Church in the Eucharist makes 
memorial of the self-oblation of Christ, offering bread and wine 
sacramentally or symbolically as a sacrificial dvdpvrjais of his saving 
death. The bread and wine are symbolic of the Christians' offering of 
themselves, their good works, their alms and material gifts, and of their 
praises. At the oblation of the bread and wine in the liturgy the Church 
offers itself, or rather, Christ offers himself, his body, to the Father. 
This is what is meant by saying that Christ is the high priest of the 
Church's offering; he offers to God his own obedience, his own body, 

1 The Anglican reformers rejected all such notions as 'blasphemous fables and 
dangerous deceits* (The Thirty-rune Articles of Religion, XXXI), and in 1552 Cran- 
mer abolished the offertory (other than alms and money 'oblations*); the offertory 
of the bread and wine was restored at the revision of the BCP in 1662. 

2 The late Professor D. M. Baillie's fine essay on 'The Eucharistic Offering' in 
his posthumous work The Theology of the Sacraments, 1957, 108-24, betokens the 
new attitude now developing in Protestant thought as a direct result of participation 
in ecumenical discussion in recent years. 
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and in the Eucharist we offer ourselves to God as we are found 'in 
Christ'. 1 The Church's offering is the offering of the whole Christ; it is 
therefore the offering of Christians as found in Christ; that is why the 
bread and wine, the outward and visible tokens of the offering, 'are' 
the body and blood of Christ, the person and life of Christ, who is 
both offered to God and given to the Church in the Eucharist. 

Thus, the Eucharist is not a sacrifice that the Church offers in 
addition to the sacrifice of Christ, or apart from the sacrifice of Christ; 
it is not a repetition or re-enactment of Christ's sacrifice, but a memorial 
of it, in the full biblical (and not the modern attenuated) sense of that 
word. It is the means by which the Church on earth takes part in Christ's 
offering in heaven, where even now he appears before the face of God 
for us (vTrep ripn>) (Heb. 9.24) and where the smoke of incense with the 
prayers of the saints goes up before God from the golden censer of the 
angel who stands over the heavenly altar (Rev. 8.3f.). The language is, 
of course, metaphorical, but the patristic writers stress in many different 
ways the truth that the reality of which the Eucharist is the sacrament 
has its centre and meaning in heaven, and not upon the earth. The 
oblation of the Church on earth is made one with Christ's self-offering 
in heaven, and the worship of the Church below is a participation in the 
worship of him that sitteth upon the throne in heaven: 'with angels and 
archangels, and with all the company of heaven, we laud and magnify 
thy glorious name.' Already the Church is eschatologically present in 
heaven, and her euchanstic worship is a participation even now in the 
worship of heaven; even now we are present at the marriage-feast of 
the Lamb. The Fathers regard this as one of the chief differences 
between the worship of the old covenant and that of the new; it illus- 
trates better than anything else could the infinite difference between the 
inadequacy of the sacrifices under the old covenant and the complete 
efficacy of the one true sacrifice of Christ. For under the old covenant, 
when the high priest entered into the holy of holies, he entered alone, 

1 Cf. the opening lines of a fine euchanstic hymn written by a patristic scholar 
who became Regius Professor of Ecclesiastical History at Oxford in 1868, William 
Bright: 

'And now, O Father, mindful of the love 

That bought us, once for all, on Calvary's tree, 
And having with us him who pleads above, 

We here present, we here spread forth to thee, 
That only offering perfect in thine eyes, 
The one, true, pure, immortal sacrifice. 

'Look, Father, look on his anointed face, 

And only look on us as found in him; 
Look not on our misusmgs of thy grace, 

Our prayer so languid and our faith so dim: 
For lo' between our sins and their reward 

We set the passion of thy Son, our Lord.* 
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and the people stood outside the veil ; but now, under the new covenant, 
the worshippers no longer stand outside, for the veil has been done 
away, and Christ has brought us into the presence of God; he has taken 
us with him into heaven, for we are his manhood, his person, his 
ascended body. In his offering of himself, we are offered; the new and 
living way is consecrated for us, through the veil, and this way is his 
own flesh (Heb. 10.20). The way into the holy place, which was not 
manifested under the old covenant, is now manifested for us, so that 
we may henceforward acceptably offer gifts and sacrifices to the Lord 
(Heb. 9.8f.). Thus it is that the eucharistic offering is always one and 
the same offering; though there are many eucharists, there is only one 
offering. The truth is well taught by St Chrysostom: 'We ever offer the 
same person, not today one lamb and tomorrow another, but the same 
offering. Therefore the sacrifice is one. By this reasoning then, since 
the offering is made in many places, does it follow that there are many 
Christs? By no means. For Christ is everywhere one, complete here and 
complete there, one body. Just as when he is offered in many places he 
is one body and not many bodies, so also there is one sacrifice. Our 
high priest is he who offered the sacrifice which cleanses us. We offer 
also now that which was then offered, which cannot be exhausted. This 
is done for a memorial of that which was then done. "Do this," he said, 
"for my memorial." We do not offer another sacrifice, as did the high 
priests of old, but we ever offer the same; or rather we make memorial 
of the sacrifice '* 

In view of the patristic teaching it is not surprising that the offertory 
of the bread and wine held a prominent place in the liturgy of the 
ancient Church. Without an offering of bread and wine there can be no 
eucharist; unless someone, ceremonially or unceremoniously, places 
bread and wine upon the table, there will be no communion. If there 
is no human offering, there will be no divine gift. The miracle of the 
Eucharist is that the oblation which we offer becomes for us the bread 
which comes down from heaven. It is St John who is profoundly aware 
of this mystery and who confronts us with it. He knows that if there had 
been no oblation of the 'elements', of the bread and the fishes, there 
would have been no Desert Feedings by the Lakeside. He notes the 
significance of the fact that Jesus accepts the offerings, takes them and 
gives thanks over them. St John's account differs significantly from those 
of the Synoptists in that in John it is not the apostles who bring the 
offering of bread and fish but a lad (ircuodpiov) in the 'congregation' 
(John 6.9). The loaves and fishes are thus in St John's view 'the people's 

1 In Heb. Horn. 17.3; Darwell Stone, Historv of the Doctrine of the Holy Eucharist, 
1 1 / 
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offering 9 , not the apostles' ; and it was doubtless the liturgical practice, 
even as early as St John's own day, that the offertory should be pre- 
sented not by the presbyter-bishops (vice the apostles) but by the 
deacon on behalf of the people. The word TraiSdpiov means either 'boy' 
or 'slave', 'waiter' (cf. French, garfori). May it not be that St John is 
deliberately emphasizing the importance of the people's offering in the 
sacrament of the Bread from Heaven? Has any more probable explana- 
tion of the appearance of the TrcuSdpiov ever been suggested ? Without 
the offering of the worshippers there is no divine gift. There is not any 
suggestion here that man's part in the work of salvation is of the same 
order as the divine work; such a notion would be utterly unbiblical 
and false. Yet men have a part to play; they are not passive recipients 
of salvation; they have a response to make, an offering to bring. 
Unlike the bread from heaven given by Moses, which fell as manna 
from the skies, the bread of the Eucharist is the product of the labour 
of men's hands. 

The ancient Church did not lay much stress upon the fact that the 
elements in the sacrament of the Eucharist (unlike the water of baptism) 
are manufactured articles, the work of men's hands. This is doubtless 
because of the danger of a relapse into idolatry of converts from 
paganism, who would be only too familiar with the practice of laying 
upon heathen altars offerings of meat and drink for the sustenance of 
the gods. 1 But the idea of the offering of the fruits of creation was 
nevertheless prominent. The Eucharist in the ancient Church was a 
sacrament of creation as well as of redemption; the tradition of the 
Jewish Berakah, which begins with a thanksgiving to God for his 
bounty in the creation, was continued. 'The earliest references to the 
Eucharist outside the NT,' writes J. H. Srawley, 'present it in the light 
of a Christian "thank-offering" (eucharistia\ in which the gifts of bread 
and wine, the first-fruits of the creatures, are offered in thanksgiving 
to God.' 2 In the early Church every Lord's Day was not only an 
Easter Sunday, but a Rogation Sunday and Harvest Festival as well. 
It is only because the primitive wholeness of life and worship has been 
lost that it has been necessary to institute particular days and seasons 
when God's blessings in the creation and providential ordering of the 
world are to be specially emphasized. As Dr Srawley notes, 'this 
association with the Eucharist of the offering of the gifts of bread and 
wine, as an act of thanksgiving for God's creation, was a fine Christian 
instinct, which brought the commemoration of Christ's redeeming 
activity into relation with his creative activity as the Word, and so 

1 Cf. Pfcre de la Taille, Mystery of Faith, II, ET, 1950, 80. 
* Early History of the Liturgy, 2nd ed., 1947, 214. 
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gathered up in one act of worship the whole conception of God's 
providence and dealing with men. 91 

Not until the nineteenth and twentieth centuries did the Church 
perceive certain deeply significant aspects of the fact that the elements 
in the Eucharist are manufactured articles. One reason for the fact that 
this significance was hardly noted at all in the ancient Church would 
undoubtedly be the sinister connotation of the expression 'the work 
of men's hands' in the Bible (e.g. Deut. 4.28; II Kings 19.18; Ps. 115.4; 
Isa. 37.19; 44.10-20; Jer. 10.3-5; Acts 19.26), even though the expres- 
sion is used in a quite different sense in relation to the eucharistic 
offering. More important still, it was probably not until a certain stage 
of social evolution had been reached, when men could see their daily 
work in relation to the needs of the community as a whole, that such 
an insight into the meaning of the eucharistic oblation could have been 
truly attained. Many of the social implications of the Christian gospel 
remained unperceived for centuries; for instance, many devout Christ- 
ians in the eighteenth century saw nothing wrong in the institution of 
slavery as such. In every age God has more light to break forth from 
the Holy Scriptures, and there is no reason to suppose that we today 
have discovered all the truth which they contain. It is only in quite 
recent times that Christian congregations have become aware that in 
presenting the eucharistic oblation they are offering to God all the 
work of farm and factory, of home and school and office, and asking 
for his blessing upon it. They have become conscious of themselves 
as a royal priesthood in a new way, for it is not only their own work, 
but that of the whole workaday world around them, that they bring 
to God. Those who took part, however remotely, in the making of 
the bread and the wine not only farmers and millers and bakers and 
vintners, but ship-builders and steel-workers and miners and office 
workers have all in an important sense taken part in the Church's 
Eucharist, although it was the Church which presented their offering 
for them. The new priesthood reigns in Salem and presents the fruits 
of men's labours to the Lord: 'Melchizedek, King of Salem brought 
forth bread and wine, and he was priest of God Most High' (Gen 
14.18). 2 

Thus, the Eucharist gathers up and focusses in a single act of worship 
all the aspirations of men's natural religion as well as the whole mean- 
ing of the revelation in Jesus Christ through which it is fulfilled. It is 
the sacrament of our creation and preservation, as well as of our 

1 Op. cit. t 215. See also the quotations from St Irenacus made by Darwell Stone, 
op. cit., 47. 

2 See further on this whole theme Alan Richardson, The Biblical Doctrine of Work. 
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redemption and final salvation. The Eucharist satisfies the deep longing 
of the human heart to bring our costliest treasures to God in sacrifice 
by providing the Way by which sinners may come before his presence, 
cleansed and sanctified, with their acceptable offerings. In the Eucharist 
the three great themes of human religious aspiration in all times and 
cultures are finally and satisfyingly fulfilled: reconciliation, offering 
and communion. Hence it is only in the eucharistic worship of the 
Church that the theology of the New Testament can be truly under- 
stood; this understanding arises at the point at which theology and 
worship meet and are no longer two separate activities, but one action 
of believing adoration. When everything has been written and re- 
written, it still remains true that the best introduction to the theology of 
the New Testament is participation in the continuing, living tradition 
of the Church's eucharistic worship week by week and day by day. 
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